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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE DEPARTMENT
OF LABOR’S IMPLEMENTATION OF THE JOB
TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 10, 1985

House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 8:45 a.m., in room
2175, Rayburn House Ofﬁce Building, Hon. Matthew G. Martinez
(charrman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Martinez, Williams, Hayes,
Atkins, Hawkins, Gunderson, Henry, and Jeffords.

Staff present: Eric P. Jensen, Paul Cano, Genevieve Gslbreath,
Valerie White, Carole Schanzer, Dr. Beth Buehlman, and Mary
Gardner.

Mr. MarTINEZ. | call thic hearing to order. This subcommittee
meetmg is to conduct an oversight hearing on the Department of
Labor’s 1mp1ementat10n of the Job Training Partnership Act. We
are deeply honored to }save before us today the Honorable William
Brock, Secretary of Labor, and the Honorable Raymond Flynn,
mayor of Boston, MA.

As you know, the Job Training Partnership Act was signed into
public law after concerted bipartisan effort in Congress. It was
signed by President Reagan on October 13, 1982. The act, which re-
placed CETA as a national employment training program actually
began on October 1, 1983, and is run on a July to June fiscal year.

Last year’s appropriations for JTPA were $3.7 billion while this
year’s projected funding will be near $3.6 billion. The JTPA was
created to target job training for a variety of unskilled workers.
Title II-A provides training for econcmically disadvantaged adults
and youth. II-B addressed the summer youth employment and
training. Title III assists dislocated workers, and title covers a
variety of workers such as native Americans, migrant and seasonal
workers, Job Corps trainees, veterans, handicapped workers and
other national activity groups.

As chairman of this subcommittee, I must underscore that JTPA
is a crucial employment training program meeting the national
peed to provide employment training skills to those who zeek to
bucome a contributing part of our society. Witnesses before us
today will address a number of concerns about the JTPA Program
and how it can be run better to enable all of us to get the most out
of this vital program.
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I must express my personal concern about the proposed funding
cuts under title III Dislocated Worker Program, which at this time
will reduce the program by 55 percent. In addition, much confusion
L.as been created by the Department over the alleged degree of un-
spent funds which JTPA groups tell me is an exaggeration of the
problem. I trust that between the groups here in this room today,
we can clarify whether the funds are being expended or whether
their obligation by the PIC’s are not being calculated by the De-
partment of Labor.

Secretary Brock and Mayor Flynn, welcome to the subcommittee.
We will hear from Secretary Brock first. Excuse me, Secretary
Brock, I always do this. I always forget to ask my colleagues if they
have opening statements, and they usually do. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GunpersoN. But, Mr. Chairman, today in the interest of the
Secretary’s time problem, I am going to yield.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Gunderson. Chairman Hawkins.

Mr. Hawkins. I will follow suit. Since I understand there is a
time constraint, I will relinquish the time which the chairman has
yielded to me so graciously.

Mr. MarTINEzZ. | think that is very benevolent, especially in lieu
of the Secretary’s tight schedule. So you can go ahead and proceed.
I did start right at this time.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM E. BROCK, SECRETARY OF LABOR

Secretary Brock. Mr. Chairman, I will submit a full statement
for the record. I will alsc try to summarize that statement in order
to expedite the process.

Let me begin by commending you and Congressman Gunderscn
for convening this hearing. It is critical to the continued success of
JTPA that there be the closest possible communication and coordi-
nation between this subcommittee and the Department of Labor. I
should note that the stbcommittee under the chairmanship of
Chairman Hawkins and closely helped by the leadership of Con-
gressman Jim Jeffords made a historic contribution in guiding the
development of JTPA and thus, it is with a great deal of pleasure
that we look forward to atinuing to work with this subcommit-
tee, Mr. Chairman, under your leadership, and you have my pledge
that consultation will be open, ongoing and close between us, as we
try to work through this process which is, I think, one we jointly
share a commitment to.

I have filed a statement for the record which takes ::;) in detail
the points you raised 1n your letter to me of September 26, but let
me make some general remarks at this time about where we stand
under JTPA after 2 years, and how I see the task ahead.

Overall, while I have only been Secretary of Labor for a few
months, I have devoted a considerable amount of time to the Job
Training Partnerhip Act and a review of its purposes and progress.
My belief, strongly held, is that the program has been a remarka-
ble success, and that this success is due in large part to the JTPA
design to which this subcommittee contributed so importantly in
framing the legislation.

That concept of partnership is fundamental to a successful pro-
gram, partnership of the Federal Government, the State govern-
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ments, local governments, and private industry councils. In terms
of achievements, the goals which you set for us, Mr. Chairman, the
goal of full private sector partnership has been achieved. The PIC’s
have been formed in all 536 service delivery areas. Over 11,000 rep-
resentatives of business, industry, and the community across this
country serve on the councils that effectively govern local pro-
grams.

The States are fully carrying out their broadened role of manag-
ing the program, providing leadership and planning, coordination,
performance standards, and other program elements. We have
more than met the law’s requlrement that 70 percent of resources
be devoted to training. SDA’s are actually using less than the law’s
30 percent allowance for administration and support services.

The bottom line, JTPA placement rates have been extraordinari-
ly exceeding our national standards. About 68 percent of the
1,125,000 disadvantaged youth and adults who completed the basic
State I[-A program have been placed in jobs. Approximately 74
percent of those leaving the Dislocated Worker Program under title
III have been placed.

I think the issues that we have got to take a look at can be sum-
marized fairly succinctly. We are off to an excellent start, and the
program is vorking. There is a healthy partnership now in place.

I think the remaining requirement is essentially one of fine
tuning. We niust make more eftective use of our JTPA resources ir
addressing youth unemployment and improve the tools at our dis-
posal if necessary.

I have recently received incidentally valuable suggestions about
how we can more effectively attack the youth problem from the 10
national organizations under the leadership of the National Alli-
ance of Business, and we will be working with those groups in the
coming months to achieve more effective delivery to our young
people. A major task remaining is more effective coordination of
JTPA with vocational education and other human resource dr:vel-
opn <iit programs.

We have to review, and I think improve the adequacy of current
performance standards, data collection and reporting requirements.
We dc need to assure that the Federal Government is fully carry-
ing out its role in the partnership and that all levels of the delivery
system is functioning as you and the Congrcss intended for it to.

I think, in conclusion, the most essential point I would like to
make is that we have been fortunate with this particular Federal
program in achieving something very nice. It has worked. Over a
million people have been served and served effectiv:ly. Well over
two-thirds of those who have been served have found gainful em-
ployment, almost three out of four under the title III program, and
I think it is important for us to be very careful as we review the
program and its progress to be sure that we are cautious in making
major changes. It seems to me that what we need to do now is sit
down and reason carefully together about how we can at the
margin improve the deliveries of these services, but be very careful
that we do not jeopardize the fundamental partnership itself. I
think that is the spirit in which T think this committee has entered
the conversation. It is the spirit with which we enter the conversa-
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tion, and for that, I want to repeat my expression of gratitude for
you and your leadership.
[The prepared statement of Secretary Brock follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WiiLIAM E. BROCK, SECRETARY OF LABOR

Mr Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I am pleased to have this op-
portunity to appear before you today at this oversight hearing on the Job ‘i ruining
Partnership Act (JTPA). I wish o0 commend the Subcommittee for holding these
hesrings and for the important role that Members of the Education and Labor Com-
mittee played in developing this landmark legislation.

In my prepared statement I will address each of the topics that your letter of invi-
tation asked me to cover in my testircony.

(1) STATUS OF JTPA REGULATIONS AND GUIDELINES

Section 181 of JTPA imposed a very tight schedule on the Department’s develop-
ment and :ssuance of regulations and other guidance relating to the Act. All imple-
menting program regulations were published in the Federal Register on or before
the establiched deadliines In order to get the planning process started, it was neces-
sary to have early publication of regulations on the establishment of State Job
Training Coordinating Councils (SJTCC) and Private Industry Councils (PIC) as well
as the designation of Service Delivery Areas. These final regulations were published
on December 30, 1982, less than 3 months after enactment of JTPA. Other program
regulations relating to Titles I, II and III were published on March 15, 1983, as re-
quired by the Act. Also published on time were regulations and guidelines relating
to performance standards, reporting, Title IV national programs and activities, and
JTPA amendments to the Wagner-Peyser Act. I will discuss regulations implement-
ing the equal oportunity and nondiscrimination provisions of JTPA later in my
statement.

There has been only one amendment to the JTPA regulations since their initial
publication, occasioned by the enactment of the Carl D. Perkins Vocetional Educa-
tion Act. This amendment revised the regulations to permit the use of performance-
based single unit charge contracting for training youth.

Looking ahead, we fully intend to meet the Act’s Jenuary 31, 1986 deadline for
the issuance of Program Year 1986 performance standards. While we currently have
no plans to modify the JTPA regulations, any changes will be made only after full
consultation with this Subcommittee.

(2) THE DEPARTMENT'S ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE JTPA PROGRAM

From the data and reports I have seen, I am convinced that we basically have a
sound and effect.ve program in JTPA. During the first 18 months of the program
(October 1, 1983—March 30, 1985), over 1.1 million disadvarntaged youth and adults
ahve been enrolled in the basic State grant program and additional Yundreds of
thousands of individuals have been served under the dislocaied worker program.
Performance data for the program indicate that, overall, it i* measuring up to the
national standards we have set. For example, for one of the most critical measures
of program success—entry into employment—the program is far exceeding our na-
tional standards. Sixty-seven percent of those leaving the Title II-A piogram en-
tered jobs, and 70 percent of those leaving the dislocated worker program found
jobs, according to our most recent data. The job placement rates for adults, welfare
recipients and youth in the Title II-A program are each substantially above the na-
tional standards set for the program.

Furthermore, I believe that we can now say that JTPA has fulfilled our expecta-
tions with respect to the principles underlying that Act: the major resporsibilities
we have given to the States, the involvement of the private sector, the focus on
training and the emphasis on performance. States have shown that they can play
the key role of managing the employment and training system. They have effective-
ly assumed major planning and oversight ‘esponsibilities for the system. The pri-
vate sector also has responded to the challenge and I believe the partnership is
working. Thousands of private sector employers have become members of Private
Industry Councils and St 'te Job Training Coordinating Councils. The private sector
is now involved in al! stages of program development and implementation. Such in-
volvement is essential if JTPA programs are to reach and serve employere and par-
ticipants in a meaningful way
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JTPA's focus on training and emphasis on performance also have been justified in
my view. JTPA 15 reaching the same disadvantaged clients as earlier employment
and traming programs. but serving them at lower costs and with higher placement
rates.

While I am convinced that +TPA is off to a very good start, I do not mean to
imp.y that there are no concerns about the program that need to be addressed.
Some of these concerns have been brought to my attention by Members of the
House and Senate Labor Committees, as we'l as by the employment and training
community &t lurge These conce:ns focus on issues such as whether JTFA is ade-
quately serving youth and the most disadvantaged among the target population; the
adequacy of current perfermance standards; data collection and reporting require-
ments; and whether all responsibilities are being sufficiently and properly carried
out in the JTPA system. Mr. Chairman, I look forward to a constructive dialogue on
these issues with you and other Members of your Subcommittee, at this and at
future hearings, so that we can make sure that JTPA is doing the best possible job
in achieving the program’s objective.

I am also interested in hearing the ideas of others for addressing these issues. In
this regard, I recently received from 1C nationai organizations, under the leadership
of the National Alliance of Business, valuable suggestions about how we can more
effectively attack the youth problem. The Department will be working closely with
these crganizations in the coming 1r onths.

(3) ALLOCA1ION OF JTPA FUNDS TO THE STATES

Most JTPA funds are distributed by statutory formula to States using the latest
unemployment data available. Funding is on a program year basis, starting on July
1, wit?x tate allotments publicly announced the previous December. This advance
notice of pr?ram operating levels has undoubtedly contributed to improved progam
planning and operations.

The statutory formula used te distribute Block Grant and summer program funds
has heen the subject of much discussion over the last two years and i8 one area
where changes may need to be made. This three part formula used to allot funds to
the States and to ailocate funds among the service delivery areas is extremely sensi-
tive to changes ir unemployment. The effects of the formula are somewhat mitigat-
ed because each State is guaranteed at least 90 percent of its prior year’s share of
total funding. However, a similar hold harmless provision is not provided for sub-
State allocations. Th.us, substantial changes in year to year local funding have nc-
curred even when State fundini levels have remained relatively stable. A moie
severe problem has occurred in the summer program where urban areas with their
large numbers of eligible youth and relatively fewer available unsubsidized jobs
have received substantially lower formula allocations than was provided before
JTPA This resulted in Congress appropriating supplemental funds the last two
years to maintain local area pr .n oporating levels. At the same time, other
areas were not able to utilize al! of the funds that were allocated to them. The Title
I formula used to distribute funds among the States differs from the Title II for-
mula and is not as sensitive to changes in unemployment rate.

(4) THE PROPOSED BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986

The Administration’s proposed budget for JTPA for Fiscal Year 1986 is $2.8 bil-
lion The request is to provide funds for JTPA from July 1986 through June 1987,
and will allow employment and training services to be delivered to ar estimated 2.2
million participants. For mainline JTPA programs, including the Title II-A Block
Grant to States, and Native American amf Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Pro-
grams, the request continues funding at the 1985 levels. A $60 million decrease i8
pro for the Summer Youth Eniployment and Training Program, but the effect
of this 1 2duction will be somewhat mitigated because of the availability of carryover
funds. For the Dislocated Worker Prog-am, the request is $122.5 million below the
enacted 1985 level. The reason for the reduction is the larfe amount of unspent car-
ryover funds; which are available to finance the Title III grants in Program Year
1986. Our preliminary data indicate that approximateiy $185 million, or almost one
year's funding, was carried into the Fiscal Year 1985 program year. The requested
funding will support the full 1985 enroliment level, t¢ which we are still building
Throlug out 1986. It will also permanently reduce carryover to a more acceptable
evel.

The Adminstration’s Fiscal Year 1986 budget pro 1 also recommended phase-
out of the Job Corps program, due to the high cost of the program and the availabil-
ity of less costly alternatives for serving disadvantaged youth.
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Even though the Department’s Fiscal Year 1986 Appropriations Bill has not been
e?racg, the fact that JTPA programs are forward funded means they ae not yet
affec

(5) STATE-FEDERAL COORDINATION OF THE JTPA PROGRAM

One of the major changes brought about by JTPA has been the emergence of
States as the focal point of responsibility for distribution of Federal funds and over-
sight of JTPA program implementation. The assumption of these new responsibil-
ities inevitably required a period ot adjustment, but we believe this is now pasi and
that must of the problems associated with coordination of Federal and State activi-
ties have been resolved.

Recent evidence sugg:sts that Governors have a growing interest in developing
and improving linkages between employment and training, economic development
and education programs. And, increasirgly, State Job Tiaining Coordinating Coun-
cils are assuming greater responsibility for policymaking ard oversight at the State
level. This is attributable in part to stabilization in membership and the increased
experience gained over time by private-sector members in resolving problems of pro-
gram planning and implementation, including resource allocation disputes and li-
ability issues.

We believe that a key to improved coordination has been the close cooperation of
the private sector in program implementation. Such involvement provides a needed
labor market perspective that is essential if we are to provide training and other
services that relate to real job opportunities in the local labor market.

The Department tries to ensure coordination with the States through a variety of
mechanisms: poiicy guidance and interpretation; technical assistance; forum confer-
ences xlmd meetings; and day to day interaction. Let me provide you with several
examples.

First, the Department has provided a forum for JTPA State Liaisons through the
JTPA Roundtable, which acts as a discussion group to inform the Department of
policy concerns of the States. Second, the Department regularly convenes meetings
and conferences with State representatives on selected topics. 'Fhis has taken place
on a reiular basis with regard to the development of performance standards. Last
week, the Department co-sponsored with the national Governors Associatior and
the National Commission fcr Employment Policy, a national meeting of State Job
Training Coordinating Council members. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
issues of concern regarding the roles and responsibilities of the SjI'CC, including
coordination. I personally attended this meeting.

Another way in which we ensure coordination is through the provision of techni-
cal assistance. The Department has utilized the National Governors’ Association,
the National Association of Tounties, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the National
Alliance of Business and other organizations to provide technical assistance to the
States. These organizations have first-hand knowledge and information about the
types and extent of assistence that are needed. In addition, regional offices provide
technical assistance directly to the States. We are currently taking a careful look at
our technical assistance capability to see whether it meets the needs of the JTPA
system.

(6) IMPLEMENTATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS COMPLIANCE MECHANISMZ AND REGULATIONS

The Department’s Office of Civil Rights hes been delegated responsibility for en-
forcing equal opportunity and nondiscrimination provisions of statutes or regula-
tions covering programs or activities receiving financial assistance from the Depart.
ment of Labor. The following legislative mandates apply to JTPA:

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

Age Discrimination Act of 1975

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972; and
Section 167 of the Job Training Partnership Aci of 1982

Under JTPA, the State has front-line resgonsibility for ensuring compliance of its
subrecipients with applicable provisions of Federal nondiscrimination law. The Fed-
eral responsibility is clearly stated in JTPA. For example, Section 164(g) requires
the Secretary, whenever he or she determines that a recipient of JTPA funds has
discriminated or retaliated against an individual to take action or to order correc-
tive measures. Also, Section 167(b) authorizes the Secretary, if unable to obtain the
required corrective measures, to:

(a) Refer any such matters to the Attorney General for litigation: .
(b) Exercise the powers and functions of relevant civil rights legislation; and
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(c) Take eny other action provided by law.
; Fg_rther, under Section 166(a), the Secretary may determine not to award JTPA
unding

Pursuant to JT:’A program regulations, the State’s responsibility is mandated by
the Deparment of Labor reg.llations which implement Title VI of the Civil %ﬂs
Act of 1964 which require that each ‘‘rontinuing State program” such as the A

rogram provide assurance that it has established:

“[Sluch methods of administration for the program as are found by the Secre
to give reasonable guarantee the.. the applicant [the State} and all recipieats of Fed-
eral financial assistance under such program will comply with all requirements im-
posed by or pursuant to this part.”

This requirement authorizes the Office of Civil Rights to assure that the neces-
sary procedures or “methods of administration” to guarantee compliance with non-
discrimination laws have been established by each State and its recipients.

In order t¢ ensure that all JTPA systems are in compliance, the Office of Civil
Rights has sent a “Methods of Administration’” questionnaire to ali JTPA primary
recipients—56 States and territories. Initially, while letters of findings which relat-
ed to technical deficiencies were sent to a number of States, a total of 26 States
have now been certified as having acceptable methods of administration. The Office
of Civil Rights will schedule compliance reviews in Fiscal Year 1986 in those States
whose methods of administration have not been certified and will conduct follow-up
reviews of some States that have been certified.

1 would now like to discuss the status of regulations implementing the equel op-
portunity and nondiscrimination provisivns of JTPA. Back in 1979, the Department
of Justice, in exercising its oversight responsibility of Federal enforcement of civil
rights laws in programs receiving financial assistance, found the Department of
Labor’s enforcement frogram to be deficient in some aspects. As part of an agree-
ment reached with Justice to correct those deficiencies, then Secretary of Labor
Marshall committed the Department to publication of a comprehensive regulation.
The regulation would implement DOL'’s enforcement authority under the nordis-
crimination laws applicable generally vo programs receiving financial assistance, in
addition to implementing DOL's enforcement authority for the nondiscrimination
provisions of DOL grant statutes. Work on the proposeg regulation started immedi-

ately.

’I‘f‘:e completion of this ambitious project finally seems near, after years of consul-
tation with the Department of Justice to resolve legal and provetiural issues in-
volved in the draft regulations.

(7) RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS OF THE JTPA PROGRAM AND THE NEED FOR THEM

The Department’s approach to recordkeeping snd reporting under JTPA has been
to balance the need for collecting, kee%i:g and reporting essential information,
while at the sarie time minimizing the erally-mandated recordkeeping and re-
porting workload burden on J1PA recipients and subrecipients. The reoordkeegmg
requirements for JTPA, as with many other requirements for the program, reflect
the increased responsibility that is placed on the States by the legislation.

While we have avoided imposing burdensome reporting requirements on the
system, there are substantive recordkeeping requirements. States must establish
procedures and guidelines for the maintenance and retention of records pertinent to
all grante and agreements. Records must be kegt of costs, expenditures, participant
characteristics, and the like. We monitor the States to see that adequate systems
are in place, and we audit them. We look forward to working with the Committee to
continue to assess our needs in this area. Of course, we wish to continue to avoid
placing burdensome re?uirementa on the system. .

A major emphasis of JTPA is program performance, and the management infor-
mation systems (MIS), reporting and recordkeeping requirements reflect this priori-
ty. Reportiag for the first year of JTPA was required on a quarterly basis to track
tﬁe initial implemer:tation of the program; thereafter, reports 1ave been submitted
only on an annual basis. This ties the system tc the measurement of the achieve-
ment of performance standards.

(8) ACHIEVEMENTS IN TARGETING SERVICE GROUPS

JTPA programs are targeted on the economically disadvantaged and_dislocated
workers, and our evaluation studies show that the programs are reaching these
target groups. Qur most recent data on lpm'ticipanta (for the first 9 months of Pro-
gram Year 1984) show that under Title II-A:

94 percent were economically disadvantaged;
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41 perceut were receiving public assistance,
52 percent were females;

46 percent were minorities;

40 percent were youth;

9 percent were handicapped, and

26 percent were school dropouts.

Our evaluations ulso show that enrollees in JTPA are more disadvantaged than
eligible non-participants, as measured by family income and unemployment experi-
ence In addition, the proportion of long-term unemployment participants 1s higher
than in the eligible population generally Avproximately 75 percent of the States
have established targeting beyond the eronomically disadvantaged criterion con-
taned in the Act.

Data on Title III p--ticipants show that*.

51 percent w :re econormically disadvantaged;
38 percent were females;

19 percent were school dropouts; and

30 percent were minorities.

Not surprisingly, the Title III target group 1s less disadvantaged than that of Title
II.

While there are many issues relating to whom the . . gram is serving, it is clear
what JTPA 1s continuing to reach those who are targetéd for service under the law 1
look forward to working with the Subcommittee to ensure that the program address-
es the ieeds of those it was intended to serve.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepa: ed statement.

Mr. MARTINEZ. We express our gratitude to you for your position
in wanting to make this program a very srecessful program. But, |
would like to share with you in asking you some questions, and the
questions that I am asking you are sharing with you through these
questions the concerns that have beer. expressed to us through
hearings that we have had.

Right off the bat, the first one, as I outlined in my operirg state-
ment, is the proposed cuts in the title II1 funding. Now that is a 55-
percent reduction. and I guess what comes to mind to most people
is that a 55-percent cut in dislocated workers, in dislocated work-
ers, if you look at the high unemployment rate and you look at the
Jjob loss and people blaming it on different things, imports, illegal
aliens, you name it, they blame it, but it is because they are con-
cerned over the t:emendous job loss that has been suffered in this
couniry over the last few vears.

A lot of that job loss from places like Bethlehem Steel in my dis-
trict closing, and all of those people being laid off. It is tragic for
most of those people, because at the age they were didn’t even
think about retraining, because they did not feel they could be re-
trained. There’s a lot of different reasons like that, but most of
those people have not gone back to work. A lot of them took early
retirement. A lot of them are just kicking around until they can
get their retiremert, things like that.

So when you talk about a 55-percent loss in a program that was
a vital part of the total picture, you know there ir, geing to be con-
cern. I am wondering, does the Labor Department have any plan or
means to offset this loss?

Secretary BROCK. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I think while I was not
here when that budget was proposed to the Congress, I was not in
my present capacity, it is my understanding that that proposal was
for no reduction in actual program delivery at all, but because
there was a substantial carryover of funds that the 1986 budget be
reduced by an amount equivalent to at least a percentage of that
carryover, so that we would not have an excess hanging over the
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program. But, there was no intention, as far as I know, to have any
reduction in program delivery.

Mr. JonEs. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. The service level of
the people who will be served in that program will continue to go
up even at that reduction because of the $185 million of carryover
that arr brought forward into the program.

Mr. MarTINEZ. $185 million?

Mr. JoNnEs. Yes, sir.

Mr. MarTINEz. Tha. leads me to the next question I was going to
ask, Mr. Secre.ary. How are these carrycver figures derived by the
Department of Labor? Is as the money is allocated to the States, do
you have some way of determining what'’s sti!l unspent from them?
Are they in bank accounts where you car address that bank ac-
count and derive that the moneys are sti}' there, and that’s what
you cail carryover?

Secretarv Brock. I should have introduced, Mr. Chairman,
Robert Jon3s, who is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of ETA, and
Tom Causarack who is the Assistant Secretary for Administration
who are with me, to be responsive on some of these questions. If
Mr. Jones would answer that, I would appreciate it.

Mr. Jones. There’s two ways, Mr. Chairman, and you are essen-
tially correct. All of the States and sponsors report to us. There are
accrued expenditures and uncxpended funds each year as well as
we monitor treasury drawdowns that they drawdown against when
they expend funds throughout the course of the year.

We take a luok at both of those to see if there is a consistent pat-
tern, and there has been in the title III program for about 2%
years that we have done that. I think that that number is probably
fairly accurate, and 1f it is not, it is only on a minute basis. It i8
clearly correlated with the number of services years, number of
peopie that have come through the program.

Mr. MarTINEz. Do you require, and correct me if I'm wrong, but
as I understand it, t'1e people that are providing the training don’t
get paid unless the person is placed, so if you have people undergo-
ing training and a g.eat number of people undergoing training,
there are funds in an account, and those funds really in a way are
earmarked.

They are obligated so that when they are reported to you these
unexpended funds, is there a portion of that unexpender fund that
is really obligated because people are engaged in contracts and
people are being trained, and should that training be completed
successfully, and we consider successful placement, and they are
placed, and that contractor the: reguires that his money be paid to
him for that training. :

Now how much of that and is that taken into consideraticn
when yon are determining how much actual, even though it is un-
expen?ded yet, it may be obligated, is that at sll taken into corsider-
aiion’

Mr. Jongs. I think you described the process quite well. The $185
million of unexpended funds does include a significant amount,
probably most of it is committed in a contract someplace, but it
nrobably will not purchase services until several months or even in
some cases, a year out over the period of time. There is no question
about that.
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The accounting process, both in OBM and the CBO and in the
Department, is based on what moneys are there to purchase what
services, and in what time period that occurs. There is no question
that a majority of it is obligated in the contracts. It may not have
been obligated until the end of the year; therefore, it may not show
up until well inic next year.

If you would look at our purchase power, number of people we
can serve in a given fiscal year or prograrn year period, 1t is differ-
ent than if you looked at what point the funds are obligated into a
contract.

Mr. MarTiNEz. You know, when I ran my business, if I knew
that I had an obligation that I had to meet, and I m~y have had
that money in rescrve and maybe put it in a high interest bearing
account, I knew that at some roint in time when that demand
came that I was going to have to take that out and do that.

So can we really count on spending any of that mone> for the
loss of the other money to supplant that program? Before 1 ask
that, do you have a percentage of that $185 million that actually
you would consider in rome way obligated?

Mr. Jongs. I don’t believe we do, and I suspect if we did a survey,
we would find that probably 90 percent of it is obligated.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Ninety percent is obligated.

Mr. JonEes. The difference, Mr. Chairman, here, as opposed tc our
regular programs, most of vour JTPA Program money is obligated
towards the beginning of the vear. Title III frequently is not. The
State or local areas may not mo.= that money until well late in the
year, when & neec arises, a factory shuts down or whatever hap-
pens.

So there is a different pattern there. You can depend on the fact
that that nioney will purchase employment services for people
during next year when those contracts are in existence. You clear-
ly cannot add on top of that additicnal purchase power. Clearly,
the number of contracts they will start next year will be less than
it might have normally been. That is true.

Mr. MARTINEz. So somewhere, there is going to be a loss.

Mr. JonEgs. The number of people we serve will continue to grow
during 1985 and 1986, and at tnat point, your question becomes
very important. Then you will nave used the carcyover funds, and
you then you have to deal with that issue. Then the broad number
of selervices you have would take a drop if you continued at that
level.

Mr. MARTINEZ. So the situation is now that in order not tc urop
the ser ices, you are going to continue to use the fund to make up
that loss, and then at some point in time, you have to pay the

piper.

Mr. Jongs. Ye

Secrevary Br. +«t will come in 1937, ana that can only be
addressed in 1 . budget thougi. What we are trying to say,

Mr. Cheirmar,, is that the delivery will continue to fulfill what we
perceive as the fundamental need through the fiscal 1986 vear
which takes us until this time neat year. Between now and then,
we do have to address your question more precisely in the 1987
budget.

Mr. Marrinez. Is that lag about a 6-month lag?
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Secretary Brock. It is probably a little more than that actually.
It could be 9 months.

Mr. MArTINEZ. | want to give the other panel an opportunity. I
have several questions, and at some point in time, I would like to
ask you those questions. I would like to leave the record open so
that any of the members can submit questions in writing to you

A that you might answer.

Secretary Brock. I would be delighted to.

Mr. MarTINEz. Then I will just ask this one question real quick,

< because a grave concern of mine, and I know of other people. The
carryover moneys, is there any chance that those moneys would
have to?be refunded to the Treasury, or those moneys stay with the
account?

Secretary Brock. No, they stay.

Mr. MARTINEZ. There is no chance that they will revert?

Secretary Brock. Not that I know of.

Mr. JoNEs. As a matter of fact, in JTPA, Mr. Chairman, they
have free access to those funds for 3 years before any issue could
ever come up. They are all obligawg by definition in this case.
They are protected in every way.

Mi. MARrTINEZ. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GunpersoN. Mr. Chairman, I am wondering how we want to
do this. I knov: the Secretary has to be out of here by 9:10 which is
about 60 seconds away. If you could say, even if the Secretary
leaves, I think “hat might be helpful to us.

Mr. Secretary, there is going to be testimony later this morning
that will be critical of the Job Training Partnership Act, really on
two accounts. No. 1, there is a lack of Federal direction, Federal
standards. As a result we have 50 hodge-podge job training acts
throughout the country, and also that the only goal of the Federal
Government seem:s to be in resuits and, theretore, you are going to
see what we call creaming. What the local service delivery areas is
they are really taking those which are the most capable of getting
employment, providing them training, but the most highly dis-
placed worker, that worker who is in most need of some type of
tr~ining assistance, is really not, being served by the various se-vice
deiivery areas and thc program.

Could you comment on those issues?

Secretary Brock. I would be deli~hted to. First of all, that’s balo-
ney. The first statement implies that there is some collective
wisdom in Washington that does not exist in the communities in
this country, and that is ridiculous.

v The whole genius of the JTPA Program is that it is locally de-
rived, locally governed, locally structured tc respond to local needs,
and that is why it has worked so much better thar previous Feder-
al programs. We are getting twice the yield, more than twice the

) yield that we were getting under older Federal programs, because
the program is designed in the community by people who live in
that community to meet community needs.

When you train soniebody under JTPA for the first time, we are
training for a job that exists, and therefore, we are placing 68 per-
cent of these people, 74 percent of displaced workers in jobs. I
think that is a remarkable testament to the fact that a local pro-
gram, federally supported is a more effective program. Second, on
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the creaming question, let me just give you the numbers. Some 94
percent of the people we have served were disadvantaged; 41 per-
cent were recejving public assistance when they were put into the
program; 52 percent were females; 46 percent were minorities; 40
percent were youth; 9 percent were handicapped; and 26 percent
schoc! dropy1s.

That is nc. crzaming, Congressman. That is responding to a des-
perate huraan need, and I really worry about the constant allega-
tion of this sort. You can make it, but you cannot prove it.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I will submit the rest of m
questions in writing so that the distinguished chairman of our fuil
committes might have a chance. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Murzvee Thank you, Mr. Gunderson. The Chair now recog-
nizes Chairmas I ‘wkins.

Mr. HAwxins. Thauk you. I, too, would like to submit a series of
questions in writing to the Secretary.

However, may I briefly take this opportunity to express my ap-
preciation to the Secretary of Labor f%r the wonderful cooperation
which we have received from him and from his office. On another
matter, Mr. Secretary, your visit to us earlier this week helped us
to reach what I think is a reasonably satisfactory bi?artisan solu-
tion to the problem which arose because of the Court’s decision on
Garcia. 1 certainly appreciated your participation in that meeting.

SecretargeBRccx. Let me repay the compliment, Mr. Chairman.
You have been vc y helpful, and I appreciate that enormously, be-
cause it is a problem that we do need to solve.

Mr. Hawkins. Thank you. I was going to ask you about the criti-
cism that JTPA is creaming. However, I think you have already
answered that qustion to some extent but I would like to point out
that there are two areas that I think justify some of the criticism.

The first relaies to the fact that 58 percent of the new enrollees
were high schocl graduates. In an area such as my own, I am deal-
ing largely with dropouts and with persons who have not graduat-
ed from high school. This data seem to indicate that those who are
being served under JTPA are not those most in need of such serv-
ices. Also, the data seem to indicate that a percentage of dropouts
are being served. This is particularly troublesome to me since most
SDA’s are not meeting the acts 40 percent youth requirement. It
seems to me we need to explore some better way of seeing that that
morée;ﬁ is actually expended for those purposes for which it was in-
tended.

Secretary Brock. Mr. Chairman, that is a very fair comment,
and one that we would be delighted to work with you in resolving.
I guess what T was reacting to was the overall charge of creaming
which I resent. I think you probably can show some communities
where they have been less effective in getting down to the root
problem than othcr communities, but to charge this as an across-
the-board charge, I don’t think is fair. I do think that the program
has been remarkably effective in reaching a constituency that has
not been effectively reached by other efforts.

Where there is a possibility of improvement, we would welcome
your suggestions, and welcome the opportunity to work with you to
ﬁneéy tune this program to more effectively direct it to that area of
need.
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Mr. Hawkins. Thank you. I ac.ept that observation. Ma_ I just
simply make one simple comment? Many of us represent areas
that are suffering severely from high rates of unemployment. It is
difficult for us to try to explain the unexpended funds in light of
this apparent need. I believe that a good case can be made for the
expansion of the Job Training Partnership Act abolishing or reduc-
ing other programs based on the assumption that JTPA is avail-
able to these other groups. But if, at the same time, we do not
expand JTPA, then it puts us in a very vulnerable position of being
insenstive to the problems that exist in s0o many areas.

I would hope that we could explore many of the suggestions con-
tained in the National Alliance of Business letter to you, which
came to us also. Perhaps, in the next few months, we can select
some of those recommendations and begin to implement them.

Secretary Brock. We would be happy to work with you on that,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. And thank you very much, Secretary Brock. I
have a memo that was given to me of much of the criticism that we
have heard over the years. I would like for you to see that memo
personally, and they will provide it for your administrative aide so
that he can get it to you. Mr. Henry had a short question, but we
are going to let you go, becavse ve are running over the time we
asked you to stay. He will submit the question to you in writing.
Thank you again very much.

Secretary Brock. Or call me. I would be happy to talk to you.
Thank you very much. I appreciate your understanding.

Mr. MARTINEZ. At this time, we are going to .all Mayor Flynn,
the mayor of Boston. Mr. Jones, why don’t you stay right there,
and we will call you back to continue thz questioning of this panel.

Mr. Flynn.

STATEMENT OF HON. RAYMOND FLYNN, MAYOR, BOSTON, MA

Mr. FLYNN. Good morning. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, mem-
bers of the subcommittee. I am Raymond Flynn, mayor of the city
of Boston. I am pleased to appear before you on behalf of the U.S.
Conference of Mayors, the organization of the Nation’s principal
cities. With me is Laura Waxman of that staff.

Let me assure you at the outset that your examination of the Job
Training Partnership Act this morning is of vital interest to the
mayors throug(l;out the country. Also, at the outset, I want to com-
mend Labor Secretary Brock for the leadership he has brought to
this Department. In a very short time, he has put the Department
of Labor back on a course that will move it closer to meeting its
responsibilities.

Let me say that I am here to deliver a very simple message in
that the Job Training Partnership Act is working for many Ameri-
cans in many cities throughout the country. Because the Partner-
ship Act is, in fact, workin%, so are a lot of other inner city resi-
dents. Those residents are building strong families, strong neigh-
borhoods and strong cities for America, but the Job Training Part-
nership Act is reaching such a small percentage of those whose
services are needed, 1 urge this committee to do all that it can to
see that in this area the services are, in fact, expanded.
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The Partnership Act in its 3 years of existence has set the table
for public/private cooperation for the creation of new jobs. Our job
now is .0 put the meat and potatoes on the table. I think Bouston is
zfa ﬁlassic example of how the Partnership Act has worked success-

ully.

We should all understand that this is not a block grant to the
States. Rather, it is a Federal program design to respond to a na-

al problem. The Department of Labor must exercise its full re-
spensibility of oversight and technical assistance as mandated in
the law to be sure that the Job Training Partnership Act 1s actual-
ly doing what it is supposed to be doing.

dJob Training Partnership Act substate allocation formula clearly
warrants close study at this time. The current allocation formula
does not reflect the population eligible to seek services from this
program. It takes into account unemployment rates, not the actual
number of unemployed people who need services, and since unem-
ployment is not a requirement for eligibility, a more sensible for-
mula would be one which gives more weight to poverty rates.

In this respeci, the summer jobs formula is also totally inappro-
priate. What has the JTPA use of this formula produced? We be-
lieve the formula contributes to the potential for year-to-year fluc-
tuation of funding levels at the local level. This detracts from our
ability to plan and manage programs. Indeed, some funds are being
allocated to areas that do not have the capacity to spend them, and
this creates a false impression that JTPA has more money that it
actually needs.

Meanwhile, other areas, often urban areas, are t'irning needy ap-
plicants away. Based on the recommendations from the cities
across the Nation, the Conference of Mayors had adopted a policy
calling for changes in the JTPA allocation formula as it affects
both the regular training program and the Summer Jobs Youth
Employment Program. A copy of our policy resolution has been
submitted for the record.

We should understand from our years of experience with the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act that the current
Is)rogram should be allowed to work without a lot of amendments.

till glaring errcrs such as the current allocation formula must be
corrected. They will only get worse with time.

It is important to understand that the a:iocation formula prob-
lem is compounded by the low level of funding available for the
act. Across the Nation, the program can serve only 4 to » percent
of those eligible for and in need of its services. In ton, with the
$6.7 million we received last year, we served approximately 5,000
youth and adults. This is all very good, but it is clearly not enough.

We calculate that about 100,000 individuals are eligible for JTPA
gzograms in Boston. Related to this area are the summer jobs cuts

ing made in the Senate. Because of the inappropriate allocation
formula for the Summer Jobs Program, the congressional appro-
priations process has been called upon tv correct the imbalances
that have occurred.

For the past two summers, Senate and House Appropriations
Committees have had to target $100 million in additional funds to
areas adversely affected by the formula. This past summer, Boston
received an additional $628,000 out of these targeted fundu in order
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to maintain service levels for the city’s less fortunate youth. For
next summer, the Senate committee would not provide the addi-
tional money for targeting areas of need. Th: Conference of Mayors
has completed data which is available to show what this loss would
mean to many cities who are depending on the additional funds.

Next summer, Newark would lose 56 percent of its funds, Pitts-
burgh 46 percent, Little Rock, AR 43 percent, Chicago 42 percent
and Baltimore 42 percent. My own city of Boston would lose 22 per-
cent. Data for a total of 35 cities is attached to my statement and
submitted to you for the record.

The Conference of Mayors is supporting Senator Dixon’s amend-
ment to be offered on the Sena‘e floor to restore the loss which
would be keenly fe!t in our urban areas. In closing, I call upon this
good committee to keep in mind that JTPA is only a training pro-
gram. It should not exist in a vacuum. Our national leadershi
should be looking for a comprehensive strategy to put all Ameri-
cans who want to work into jobs. There is a large goup of people
in need who are being missed by the current JTPA Program.

Unfortunately, when a program creams the best applicants for
training, it leaves a group with serious problems and different
needs. We must look for ways to service this group. There are bar-
riers within the JTPA that make linkages with economic develop-
ment and other human service programs very difficult to achieve.
The partnership spirit to build strong cities is in place, but the bar-
riers to strong partnerships must be eliminated. As always, the
Conference of Mayors stands ready to work with you on the
changes needed to make JTFA work for all of us. Thank you very
much, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee.

Mr. MARTINEz. Thank you, Mayor Flynn. There is something you
touched just generally on in the general way of the overall pro-
gram in your testimony, but [ would like to ask you specifically.
You heard the question I asked the Secretary in regards to the 55
percent loss of funds to title III, and you heard his response that he
believes they can continue to provide level of service.

I imagine in Boston, or especially Massachusetts, like anyplace
else, there has been a great number of dislocated workers. Would
you express what your feelings are about that?

Mr. FLYNN. The city of Bostoa, like many cities, has already gone
through most of its post-industrial changes and factory closings.
Congressman Atkins can tell you one recently down in Congress-
man Donnely’s district down in Quincy where the shipyard recent-
ly closed. Alsc, in Congressman O’Neil’s area in Charlestown, we
had a candy factory and a sugar refinery that was recently closed,
but because of the leadership of this Congress, we are able to direct
programe .7 assist those dislocated workers.

So we are talking about three major firms and industries that
were lost in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, in the Boston
area, in a short period of time. So any efforts to reduce funding in
the programs by the amount proposed by the House and Senate
Appggpﬁi?g%ns Committees means that many people in need will
not e .

You know, it is very interesting. We have a very strong and
healthy and thriving economy, but yet at the same time, we are
really only affecting a small percentage of people who actually
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need the benefits. So I would say that a center for dislocated work-
ers at these particular facilities does provide assistance to many
Bostonians and many people in cities who have lost their job. So 1
am hoping, and by the way, the retraining of these people has rein-
tegrated them into another work force, into other jobs, so i. has
kept the economy strong, and th»t is why this loss would be ‘atal, 1
think, to many dislocated workers.

Mr. MaARrTINEZ. Thank you. The mayor has to catch a plene, so 1
am going to ask the members to stick to a 5-minute rule on ques-
tioning. At this time, the Chair recognizes Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you,
Mayor, for your appearance here today. I would like to focus on an
issue that was not mentioned when the Secretary was here, and
that is to what degree and to what limits the Job Training Partner-
ship ought to involve itself.

How do you deal in Boston with the problem of basic education
and literacy for the chronically unemployed? Do you include, for
example, literacy skills, reading skills in your Job Training Part-
nership Act? Do you think it should be there, and it isn’t there?
How do you deal with this issue?

It seems to me our full committee has held a number of hearings
«a the whole issue of literacy and the problems with literacy with
a high-technology society. Somehow we've got to deal with this.
Some suggest JTPA ought to be the area. I'm not sure 1 agree with
that, but I would be interasted in your comments.

Mr. FLYNN. We have a very aggressive literacy program in our
city. It’s run by the community schools which are ope:n after the
regular school hours. Interestingly enough, it is part of the JTPA,
and more interesting than that, as far as I'm concerned, last year,
during the Presidential campaign, Mrs. Bush, as you know, is very
active in this area. When Mrs. Bush was looking for an area of the
country to go as an example of how the literacy nrogram is work-
ing very well, and how the JTPA in that regard is working very
well, she chose to come to the city of Boston to make a national
comment about it.

So T think 1t’s a program again that is working extraordinarily
well. The problem, however, Congressman, is that it is reaching a
small number of people relatively speaking, and if it were expand-
ed to include the people ihat are eligible for that program, you
know, it makes a lot of good economic sense to me.

Boston 1f you are familiar with some of the cities in the country
have, in fact, lost populations over the last 15-20 years. Boston's
population in the last 2 years is now starting to steadily cliiab, and
the reason for it is the high technology and the mejor institutions
in our city, the Harvard’s, the MIT’s, the Boston College, and so
forth, and with that, it’s bringing a lot of new people into our city,
but it is aiso bringing a lot of new immigrants into our city.

What we have to do is we have to educate our young kids and
train people, particularly these new immigrants, Asian Americans,
Hispanic population. The literacy program really targets that and
makes a signi{icant appreciable impact in integrating them into be-
coming productive citizens into the work force. So I can tell you
that we are :1lso d~ing a lot o things in terms of working with the
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business community, the model public/private partnership in hous-
ing and in the a ‘ea of jobs.

I have a copy here of the Jobs for Boston Residents Program
which means that 50 percent of all new jobs that are created in
Boston go to Boston residents, a major portion to the minority
women, and so the training for that is, in fact, in large degree very,
very important, and the literacy program is a major componer. of
that training program.

Mr. GunpersoN. Thank you.

Mr. F1ynNN. Thank you, Congressman.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Gundersor. The Chair recognizes
Chairman Hawkins.

.jVIr. HAwkINs. May 1 yield my time to next person in line on this
side.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Jeffords.

Mr. JerFrForps. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Mayor, it is a
pleasure to have you here, very fine testimony.

Mr. FLynNN. Thank you.

Mr. Jerrorps. When we put together the Job Training Partner-
ship Act, we we concerned about some of the problems you are
talking about, t+ t is being have to have some stability and to be
able to plan. & .est, we ended up with a 2-year plenning cycle. I
am concerned, ..s you are, about .he problems of funding being con-
sistent for that period of time so that you get some very substantial
shifts in the amount of money available within the suballocations.

I wonder if you did, or perhaps you did before 1 got here, gave
the solution to that probler What can we do, do you think, so
solve that problem? Should we at least give notice, at least a 2-year
period or some other way?

When you have limited resources, obviously you ought to shift
those resources where the needs are. On the other hand, if you
have radical shifts in funding, it creates a lot of waste of effort and
problems for those trying to implement, so I'm wondering if you
have any thoughts or suggestions in how we ought to change the
law to accommodate that problem.

Mr. FLynN. Congressman, that is a good question. The U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors is very concerned about tha. very issue, and they
adopted a resolution which I would like to make available to you,
and I would just like to read part of it. It says: Be it further re-
solved that the U.S. Conference of Mayors calls on the Congress
and the Appropriations Committees to amend the JTPA allocation
formula for the regular training program so that more weight is
given to the economically disadvantaged factor, less weight is given
to the unemployer persons factor, and the artificial unemployment
rate triggers are eliminated as factors.

I guess the real problem is that there is not the degree of predict-
ability, and it is very difficult, for example, knowing the large
number of jobs that are being develol.:ed in Boston or other major
American cities, I notice that Newark, even though they stand to
lote a significant amount of money, I think I wss just looking in
the New York Times this past week. They are erabarked in a major
development program as Boston is.

The question is whether or not we are going to be able to get the
people in that area .. be trained for those particular jobs. It is very
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difficult, unless there is some predictability in the level of funding
for this program. So we support a 2-year cycle, funding cycle,
rath r than every year, representing our point of view, and not
really knowing what we are ultimately going to leave Washington
with in terms cf specific programs.

Sc I guess the short answer to your question is that we are look-
ing for predictability, a 2-year funding cycle.

Mr. JEFFoRrDs. 'L hank you very much.

Mr. FLYNN. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thenk you, Mr. Jeffords. At this time, the CLair
recognizes Mr. Atkins.

Mr. Atkins. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to
thank Mayor Flynn for his appearance here before the committee.
As a coll~- * the State legislature where we started together
some 14 y +,9, I know you have had, mayor, a strong and con-
tinuing int. est in employment problems. perticularly in youth em-
ployment. I think the city of Boston rvns one of the truly excellent
programs.

As evideuced by the number of Republican candidates last year
coming in, it takes an awful lot to get them in to campaign in
Boston, and they were coming in on those programs which I think
was the proof of the excellence.

What 1 am wondering about, Mayor, is your programs, your
major efforts last summer in summer youth employment, how
many teenagers were you unable to serve with that program?
What was the unmet demand that you had?

Mr. FLYnN. Well, our congressional leade. .hip was very, very
helpful to us in the emergency eleventh hour appropriation along
with other cities. But, what we did was, I think we put together
4,000 youngsters in Boston that we were able to get through the
business community, ABCD program also was able to emplcy an
additional 2,000 or 3,000 youngsters as well, but, again, in our part-
nership with the busines~ community ir. the Boston Summer Jobs
Program was also very successful. The point was we still had to
turn away a significant number of young pcople.

Mr. Artkins. Do you have a sense as to wgat that number was?

Mr. FLYNN. At one time, the figare that comes to my mind is
something in the area of 10,600 young people we were actually
locking for. We could have filled slots for 16,000 young kids.

Mr. Arkins. 10,000 people who were looking for employment in
the city of Boston who were not able to find it, and that represent-
ed what percent of the total number that you were able to serve?

Mr. FLynN. We grobably ware able to serve somewhat in the
neighborhood of 6,000, probably total of 16,000 kids looking for
summer work. We were probably able to serve 6,000, get summer
employment. Now, we did it on the basis of extreme need based on
economic guidelines, but those were the extraordinary poor. There
were still a lot of kids that weren’t able to be given those job oppor-
tunities, because the jobs just were not there. We had a number of
specific earmarked programs that could have been v.ry productive
for them during the summer.

Mr. Atxins. One of the concerns that I have is there seems to be
a vicious cycle going on, Earticularly in the funding for title II-B
for the Youth Summer Employment Prrgrams, and that is the
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money gets appropriated very late, and really the focus on that
problem of youth sun.mer unemployment happens in the late
spring. So, for instance, in 1983, tne summer of 1983, there was
$100 million supplementzl, but the money wasn’t available to you
until August 1 which makes it somewhat difficult to plan ana to
put people to wovk.

Then last year. you had in February, you were informed that you
were going to have $664 million to divide up for that program. The
administratiop put in a recision for $100 million. That failed, and
then on April 24, che administration notified the States as to the
amount of money they would have, and the cities did not get that,
for the most part, I think until maybe late May, is that a correct
figure?

Mr. FLyNN. That is exactly correct.

Mr. ATkiINs. And unfortunately for State funds, it isn’t just that

. the Federal Government has this problem. The State functions in

somewhat the same fashion, and it would seem as though we are
headed for a similar situation. As you had mentioned earlier, the
House has passed $824 million for summer employment. The
Senate has a recommended figure of $664 million, and Senator
Dixon has an amendment to increase that by $100 million, but we
still face the same problem in terms of you not knowing the pro-
gram and what you will have available to spend until well after
}:‘hedtime tlat you can spend it which leads then to unexpended
unds.

1 guess the administration is estimating $114 million from last
year that was unexpended. You heard Secretary Brock earlier. I
think he has done an excellent job in indicating the commitment
for the first time in the Department to these programs, bui he
comes before us and says we can cut these programs back some-
what without seeing real reductions, because we have a carry for-
ward on those funds.

Mr. Hawkins. Mr. Chairman, may I yield my 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Atkins.

Mr. MarTiNEz. You have an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. Atxins. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. FLyYNN. That’s exactly accurate, Congressman. While the ad-
ditional money, the some odd $114 million, was sorely needed, espe-
cially in our cities, the system did not allow us adequate time to
plan for the use of the funds, and much of it was carried over into
the 1985 summer program. This is the 1984. Laura Waxman from
the U.S. Conference of Mayors just briefly has some numbers that
you might e interested in in dealing with that specific question in
rerms of other cities.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Before he gets into that, I would like to ask you,
Mayor, you have to catch a 10:15 plane?

Mr. FLYNN. Yes.

Mr. MarTiNez. We are going to have to let you out of here in just
a few minutes.

Mr. FLynNN. Thank you, Congressman.

Mr. Haves. Would the gentleman yield? I'd like to, Mr. Chair-
man, yield my time to my colleague from Massachusetts.

Mr. ATkins. Thank you, gentlemen, I will be very brief. Do you
have a Washington or a Boston driver to get you to the airport?
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Mr. FLyNN. Boston, so I will get there in one piece.

Mr. ATkiNs. And probably about 5 minutes early, even with my
question. Just one brief question, and that is one of the things that
has happened in Massachusetts, and it has been rather remarka-
ble, and I think in large measure, thanks to your efforts with the
private sector, that we have seen a significant decline in teen un-
employment from a level in 1983 of 17.4 percent to a 1984 figure of
9.6 percent which is the lowest level in Massachusetts since 1970.
Those are new figures, and you maybe have not seen them yet, but
the problem is, I think, in many ways the lower the level of teen
unemployment, the greater the demand for jobs, the more success-
ful those employment programs can be in placing people and get-
ting people on track for a full-time job.

In many ways, Boston winds up getting punished for its own suc-
cess. Zven though you have tremendous problems of people who
are not counted in the unemployment figures, you won’t be able to
serve those people under the present formulas. I would just like to
assnciate myself with your remarks in terms of stabilizing that for-
mula and focusing more on poverty levels rather than unemploy-
ment.

Mr. FLYNN. Congressman, let me just add, and you would be very
familiar with this, and maybe the rest of the committee would be
interested in it as well, and I know Congressman Hawkins has
been a national leader in this regard. Bostor. has had, the last two
summers, Boston had two of its most peaceful summers in 14 to 15
years that I am aware of, and many of the problems of the past
are, in fact, evaporating.

One of the reascas for it is that there is a very aggressive pro-
gram in the city of Boston working with the private sector putting
kids to work, getting them off the streets so they are not hanging
arou'id street corners all night long and getting into trouble. So,
you inow, you give people economic opportunities, and a lot of the
socia! problems that cities like Boston, Newark, New York, Chicago
face go away. So the real secret is getting people integrated into
the economic opportunities, and the Job Training Partnership Act
is a progrem that is successful, that works for disadvantaged
people, for people who have been left behind, and I would just urge
this committee, as it has in the past, to be mindful of how success-
ful the program is, how it is working, and how it should be support-
ed. Thank you.

Mr. Atkins. Thank you.

Mr. MarTiNEz. Thank you very much, Mayor Flynn, and if you
get out of here right now, I am sure you can catch your plane.

Mr. FLy~NN. Thank you very much.

Mr. MarTINEZ. At this time, we would like to call Mr. Bob Jones
back, and I think there was someone else with you. Tom, I did not
catch your last time.

Mr. CAMARACK. Mr. Chairman, my name is Tom Camarack. I am
the Assistant Secretary, Administration and Management, Depart-
ment of Labor.

Mr. MARTINEzZ. Mr. Jones, did you lave a statement that you
wanted to make?

Mr. JonEs. No, sir, we will just continue with the questions.
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Mr. MaArTINEz. There was a question that I had wanted to ask
Secretary Brock. You would be able to answer just as well as he, I
imagine, and that is regarding the data and the collection of data
and the followup, and especially the followup on the placement.

It is becoming evident that even though we have this placement
requirement before the contractor gets paid, that in many cases, I
don’t know what you would term it, anxiousness to get the money
provided, they place these people in jobs, but the people may not
stay on the job for more than a couple of months, you know, and
they consider that a successful placement.

Now, I do not cousider it a successful placement. I would consid-
er a successful placement something that a person was placed on
the job for at least a year, because if he is there that long, he is
usually going to go on to a job with a higher pay from the experi-
ence he has gained from being on that first job, et cetera, et cetera.

What we need to have is some measure of that. Is the depart-
ment doing anything about trying to determine that quotient of
this whole success factor?

Mr. Jongs. Yes, Mr. Chairman, there are two things that are im-
portant to that subject. No. 1 is both under the former CETA Pro-
gram, the formal studies that were conducted and now under JTPA
that are designed to track participants of these programs, are de-
signed to look precisely at that question, not only how long they
stay, but what their wage earning experience is over a period of
time, to determine whether or not, in fact, this is a net benefit into
these people’s lives in general.

"More specifically in JTPA now, tne question that has been
raised, both when the legislation was produced by this committee,
but over the last year or two, is whether or not such a requirement
of tracking placements for some longer period of time, can, in fact,
be added into the program requirements at the local level, not only
State, but down at city and county and SDA level, to determine
whether or not we can track for some period of time, whether it be
6 months, a year, whatever else.

The Department has formal advisory committees that are estab-
lished, and the performance standards system that have made rec-
ommendations. We are working now with all of the various inter-
est groups across the country to determine exactly when and how
such a requirement can be put in place.

It is a very desirable goal. It is also expensive and a difficult
system to put in place, and those are the judgments that will be
made now. We will have that completed sometime here in the fall.
The committee will be informed of it, and involved in it, and then
finally the decisions will be published in January.

Mr. MarTiNEz. That’s very good. That’s very heartening. We un-
derstand that the job training longitudinal survey is being imple-
mented. Can you tell me the extent and the necessity for that
system?

Mr. Jongs. There are two portions to it, Mr. Chairman. One is
what we call the short-term turnaround which provides us an ongo-
ing insight intc the uctual program development during the course
of the year.

We send the copies of those reports to this committee and the
other committees that are involved. We use it as an assessment for
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the implementation and operation of the program The second por-
tion is, in fact, what I just referred to, the long-term tracking of
individual participants that are in the program against formal con-
trol groups to determine whether or not the services we are provid-
ing sigrificantly upgrade the life circumstances of the people that
are here by virtue of being in training or on-the-job training on a
long-term basis, both in terms of employment status and wage-
earning capacity over a period of time.

Those types of things are clearly expensive and clearly difficult
to do, but the Congress and the administration both continue to
look at these programs to insure that there is a positive impact on
people and that we are not simply cycling them through the
system.

Mr. MArTINEZ. We understand that you asked the Department,
the OMB for more intensive data requirements, and I think we un-
derstand why you asked it, but you might expound on that, and
then we understand further that they did refuse your request, and
we would like for you to expound on what you feel the reasons
were they refused it.

Mr. JonEs. Well, I think that any time you put together a pro-
gram of this magnitude and size across the country in an attempt
to be concerned bout the fiscal accountability and about the kinds
of questions you are asking today in terms of people and what is
happening to them, you put in place a major data management
system.

That becomes burdensome and expensive to local governments,
local programs, and the debate at the beginning of JTPA 2 years
ago was a very careful scrutiny of what we had done under CETA
and whether each of these data items were really important or
whether we could get by by just having it kept at the State or local
level, but not necessarily reported.

The long-term outcome of that discussion was to limit our formal
reporting to a once-a-year system with only a minimum of data ele-
ments in it. We now have 1%, 2 years of experience under that
system. I think probably this committee and the Department, OMB
and everyone will be looking forward to some reassessments of
those kinds of requirements, those data items and some determina-
tion as to whether or not changes ought to be made.

Clearly, an attempt was made when we went to JTPA to mini-
mize the reporting burden that had been established or grown over
7 or 8 years of the CETA system.

Mr. MARTINEZ. In implementing the quick turnaround data col-
lection system, bearing on what you just said about the expense,
how is this working, and wouldn’f it be quicker, as the OMB feels,
and cheaper to collect that directly from the States, since they al-
ready collect the data?

Mr. Jones. Well, that is one of the lessons that we have to take a
look at. In fact, are all those things already collected, and would it
be cheaper. The JTLS is a sample system_ so you clearly do it with
less units and less requirements, but, in fact, in some of those
items, it may be quicker, and it may be cheaper. But, at the time,
we didn’t know that, and I'm sure as we go through an analysis
and look at it, t’.ere would be some changes proposed.
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1 think at the same time though it's very important for us not to
make the assumption that simply because local systems maintain
certain data requirements that by reporting it, and incurring the
costs nationally of 596 units and several hundred thcusand subcon-
tractors reporting it, that in each case, we need everyone of those
data items all *he time, an4 that’s the burden we must test against,

v I think, consistently.
Mr. MARTINEZ. “;Jould there be difficulty in evaluatirg it, be-
cause of the lack of uriformity in it, which lead® me to my next
question. Manv have criticized, and we have heard it over a consid-
erable numb . f hearings, the uniformity of the data collection,
that JTPA co ..ts icom the Suates, and part of the criticism is cen-
tered on the definition of economically disad antaged.
What is the Derartmen’, doing to try to guide the Siates in
making their data information uniform so that you can have ar
easier way of processing it and evaluating it?
Mr. Jones. Well, No. 1, we are not at the moment engaged in
any direct guidance on that particuiar issue. The definition of eco-
nomically disadvartaged, Mr. Chairman, is consistent. Where the
option i8 for States is on the definition of income and family, ard .
there, we try and fit in with whatever the State definitions are
and, as you know, a broad number of other programs,
The same criticism, only the converse, was made back in CETA
where we had strict and structured definitions, but which frequent-
ly didn’t fit into local needs and local programs. So I sup there
is a little trath on both sides of that issue. I don’t know that in the
end, it will d.stort our ability to determine the success or failure of
the program. I don’t believe there is that much variance in the def-
inition or the income levels or family membership.
I think you  ~e going to find they are fai.ly consistent. The na-
tional tables 1¢c. income determination are put out every year. I
don’t really believe that it will have that inuch distortion.
Mr. MAKTINEz. Let me ask you one other question then, and I'll
turn tc the rest of the committee. You heard the mayor talk about
the need for the 2-year funding <ycle. Right now, two-thirds of the
funding is based on the unemployment rate and one-third on the
socially “ieadvantaged.
I guess 1._lications in the testimony were that we should go more
tl}:e route of the socially disadvantaged. Give me your thoughts on
that.
Mr. Jones. Well, I think the issue is not which item you use. It’s
not a question of unemployment versus poverty figures. The prob-
. lem that the mayor speaks to, and I would suggest that his descrip-
tion is really quite accurate in this case, the formulas as stractured
in JPTA do have some aberrations in them that have caused a sig-
nificant shift year to year in local funding. The primary reason for

¢ that is that States are held harmless from year to year at a certain
level, but below that, they are not.

So in a given State where we have both what we call an area of
substantial unemployment, a 6'2-percent cutoff as one piece in the
formula, and another pert of the formula ig a 4-percent cutoff. If a
number of areas where to drop below those levels, and you only
had two or three left in the State, the same amount of money is
coming into the C.ate, and is concentrated in those areas. The
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others may reduce their funding by 39, 40, and we found in some
cases 50 percent.

You can solve that, I suspect, by a number of different ways. The
Department has a formal study underway right now of formulas
and data structures to try and work with the committee down the
road in recommending sume different solutions to that.

We would not suggest thr.t we jump, as some have said, to strict-
ly putting a hold in at the local level. That would certainly solve
the problem or. a short term basis, but would probably provide
some long-term distort .ns. Cicarly, the Jifference right now ip ihe
way that forrmula works at those two levels is causing or can cause
a significant distortion.

l\gr.? MARTINEZ. Cs.1 a committee have some input into that
study?

Mr. JonEs. Oh, yes, sir, the committee—in fact, the formula was
largely constructed in the first place by the committee, and the
study that we have when iv's completed will be turned over to the
committee. We will expose that very greatly.

There is a lot of history behind the elements that are in the for-
mula, both in titles II-A and II-B going clear back into the CETA
days. I think that we will clearly join together in how that best can
be determined.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thark you. Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. HAwkINs. Mr. Jones, during the oversight hearings of this
subcommittee, we received voluminous testimony from many indi-
viduals and many operators of programs in the field who feﬁ: that
the Labor Department had taken too much of a *ands-off approach
and they were not receiving n.<ded technical assistance.

I do recall in one of the hearings in Los Angeles County that the
county was depending primarily on the State for technical assist-
arce. I think in some instances that the State had ill-advised the
county, but that’s a matter of opinion. I would like to know to w.at
extent has that problem been corrected or to what extent now are
you making that a serious concern of the Depariment.

Mr. Jongs. Mr. Chairman, thkere can be no mistaking the fact
that as JTPA came on line, the Department made a very distinct
and overt decision to allow State and local decisionmaking process-
es 10 go into place with as little intervention as possible,

That was a decision largely built out of our experiences of many
years in the CETA system where, as you well know in front of this
~ornmittee, the Department was very well criticized for too much
intervention, too much changing of the rules, too much guidance in
areas probably where the Secretary poirted out this morning, we
probably aren’t the experts to provide guidance.

We did find a history where frequently our efforts to step in and
help turred into program distortions rather than assistance.
Whether or not that’s an acrpropriate policy to continue on a blind
ongoing basis is a very valid question.

We are now taking, as we get into the second year of this system,
a very good look at what role effectively the national and Federal
system can perform. We want to be careful about that. We dun't
want to create more problems or confusion, but if thee is a specific
effective role that t,Ee Federal Government can play by vay of
technical assistance particularly, we are in the midst of some dis-
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cussions with the various interest groups and the various people
around the country, and I would suspect that we would be talking
to you about some changes in that role. But, we will continue to be
on tremendous guard about providing technical and specific an-
swers to every issue that comes up in the fear that we sometimes
create more problems iaan we solve.

Mr. Hawkins. Let it be clear that is not what they were seeking.
Many SDA’s are afraid that the lack of technical assistance may
lead to trouble when you begin to audit their accounts.

Because of this fear, they are reluctant to move ahead in some
instances. I think it is important to distinguish between interven-
tion on the one hand and sound technical assistance on the other. I
believe that what I am suggesting needs to be explored further be-
cause it is perceived to be a problem and one about which we heard
many complaints.

Mr. Jongs. I think that particular issue, Mr. Chairman, is indeed
a very important one, and that any State and local government
that is engaged in administering this program an< trying to serve
youth and disadvantaged people and do so in a proper and clean
way has an absolute right to look to their partner to assure that
they can do so without fear of later oversight. We intend to work
on that issue in any way possible to maximize their creativity.

Mr. Hawkins. I would like to make one final comment. It was
pointed out to the committee that because the new structure of
JTPA with greater role for the States, many States were not famil-
iar with the operation of the program as cities and local communi-
ties had been. For that reason, they believed that the State’s advice
was not as adequate as they thought the Federal Government
could provide. But, since you are exploring this area, I would cer-
tainly advise you to be diligent.

Mr. JonEs. Yes, sir.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hawkins. Mr. Atkins.

Mr. ATkins. I yield my time.

Mr. MarTINEZ. M. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t want to be repeti-
tive, but I am a little bit hazy as to what the position of the De-
nartment is. As we undoubtedly will hear other testify, the Depart-
ment should collect followup data after placement. I think you
dealt a little bit with this problem, so I won’t ask you to repeat, but
can you tell me whether the Department intends to de anything to
define placement in the long term, or will you only look at the
short-term placement? Now a person can be placed for 1 day and
still be defined as having been placed, you know.

Mr. JonEs. Yes, Mr. Hayes, as I indicated, we are formally now
in the midst of examining a proposal that our advisory groups have
put forward that would structure some definitions and some stand-
ards for longer term placement definitions, and we’re examining
exactly what their impact would be and how they would be imple-
mented and tracked. That decision will be made here in the early
fall, and we’ll be back consulting with the committee on it at that
time.

Mr. Haves. Now there is one other question that bothers me.
You have heard snme testimony from the mayor of Boston in refer-
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ence to the confidence of mayors in their position on restoration of
funds that they stand to lose.

Being from Chicago, I understand that we will lose about 42 per-
cent of the funds next year based on allotment. Now we are in dis-
cussion trying to compare in my district in Chicago the JTPA Pro-
gram ve sus CETA. I have the feeling that we’re worse off on the
JTPA than we were on the CETA.

It appears, and I am characterizing it as I see it, that a JTPA, as
it applies to my particular district, which repres=nts a good portion
of the southside of the city of Chicago, which is 92 percent black,
unemployment among our black youth there is better than 50 per-
cent, so the job training program is tantamount to applying a band-
aid to resetting a broken leg, so to speak, when you think of the
numbers that actually complete the program of training.

Now, I look at the description of the term “labor market area.”
It means, as I read the dsscription, economically integrated geo-
graphical area witrua which individuals can reside and find em-
ploynent. This is next to impossible within that area, because
there are few existing jobs.

Within a reasonable distance, they say, and can readily change
employment without chauging their place of residence. There is no
danger of black youth changing their place of residence in the first
place, because there is nowhere else to go. They are sort of boxed
into that kind of area.

Such areas shall be identified in accordance with the criteria
used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor
in defining such areas or similar criteria established by a Gover-
nor. Can you explain to me how we can solve what is a growing
problem? It's not even remaining constant. The unemployment
problem is constantly growing in that area. How do we find a solu-
tion to that problem under the current program that’s outlined by
JTPA, even a partial solution to it?

Mr. Jones. Congressman, the Secretary in his statement this
morning referred that one of the prime issues under JTPA is its
cooperative merger with vocational education, economic develop-
ment, and some other progrems that are available. There can be no
question that this program has its greatest difficulty in working in
high rural areas or nonindustrial areas where there are not other
immediate job opportunities, and this proFram by itself in those
circumstances, probek.y will not achieve full equity in the labor
market in that circumstance, and must, in fact, be used as only one
tool aiong with other things t'.at deal with the job and supply and
demand side of the marvetn' _e,

We can provide training. We can provide job search, in some
cases relocation, but that is not an answer on any long-term basis,
but it can only be effective if it’s coupled with some other programs
to deal directly with that kind of an issue. It’s one of our most diifi-
cult concerns, is to not train people for opportunities that don’t
exist, but to in effect move them directly into jobs that do exist and
in that kind of an area, there can be no question that’s one of ovr
most difficult issues.

Mr. Haves. You are conscious of the fact that most of the oppor-
tunities are for placement in the suburbs of the city of Chicago
rather than in the city itself. Hence, most of the training programs
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and opportunities for treining are in the suburbs rather than in
the inner city.

Thank you, Mr. Jones.

Mr. MarTiNez. Thank you, Mr. Hayes. Just one last quick ques-
tion. Mr. Hayes or Mr. Hawkins raised the question, but I don’t
think you really answered it, and it was one of the concerns of why
the local areas get into so much paperwork more than under CETA
is because they are worried about the auditing. Are you going to
develop any auditing guidelines so that they know what- -see, they
are all worried that the{‘ are going to expend money, and then
later they're going to be held accountable for them, and under the
auditing guidelines, those expenditures wouldn’t have been legiti-
mate.

Mr. Jongs. It's a very frustrating problem, Mr. Chairman. Fre-
quently in the past, when we engaged in developing audit guide-
lines, we creatm;) more regulation and paperwork problems than we
solved. Currently the audits for all State and local governments
that will be ccnducted here are defined by attachment P of the
OMB circulars, their standard system. That is what will be utilized
for the audit. There is no question. I think your statement is cor-
rect, that locally the lower we go in the system, people tend to pro-
tect themselves in every way possible by paperwork mills or sys-
tems or requirements from a fear of an audit down the road.

It’s an issue that concerns us. We will deal with it, but I am not
convinced at this juncture that specific audit guide'*- .es may be the
answer. We are probably right now in the process of the first round
of audits in the system, and I think the ex?erience that results
from that will be the most important part of the answer to that.

There 1s a significant difference here. The audits in the JTPA
system are managed, conducted, and resolved at the State level,
not the Federal level, and that probably will have a significant
impact on it. Also, I do believe that there is some value in the lack
of definition and intervention that we’ve placed in the system, in
providing much more flexibility for resolving those audit issues.

But, we should not be operating a system, Mr. Chairman, that is
audit focused as opposed to program focused, and that is an issue
that the Department needs to deal with in conjunction with the
committee.

Mr. MarTINEZ. There has got to be some way of dealing with it,
becausc even, as you just stated, that’s policy after. When you get
policy «fter, it doesn’t alleviate the fears.

Mr. JonEs. And it does tend to stifle creativity. There can be no
question about that.

Mr. MarmiNEZ. Very well. We'll hopefully be able to do some-
thing about that, and relieve these people of some of their fears.
Thank you very much, Mr. Jones, and thanks to the Secretary
again for all your help.

Mr. JonEes. Thank you, sir.

Mr. MARTINEZ. At this time, the Chair would like to call Gary
8}t;ﬁeld, professor of public administration from the University of

icago.

Mr. Orfield, we have your testimony in full. It will be submitted
for the record. We would like to ask you at this time to summarize
your testimony.
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STATEMENT OF GARY ORFIELD, PROFESSOR, PUBLIC
ADMINISTRATION, UNJVERSITY OF CHICAGO

Mr. OrriELD. I would be glad to. It is an honor to be here before
the committee as its oversight hearings begin and presant the re-
sults of the work of the last year of 26 researchers at the Universi-
ty of Chicago, several of whom are here .oday, including the associ- v
ate director, Helen Slesser, who is next to me.

We have been studying the JTPA system across the State of Illi-
nois and froma all levels, from the State policy level to the local
level to the service provider level. We have actually been out talk- ¢
ing to service delivery administraters, to people vtho are running
these programs, and we have been analyzing a great deal of data.
We have great many tables and summaries of what i- happzning
for you in ou, report which we will deliver a version cleaned up of
all the cz.nputer glitches within the next week.

We believe that we actually know what is happening in many
different kinds of communities that represcnt communities across
the country from the richest suburbs to smaller prospercus cities to
sme.ler cities that are in economic dispair to the central city of
Ch'cago, one of the great cities of the countrv.

Before I zet into some of the problems that we discovered in this
program, I think it is important to put on the record that we think
that the JTPA law performed a very important function in keeping
the job training system alive in a time of tremendous economic
need in the State of Illinois and many other States thaf are going
through deindustrialization process.

We feel that the law itself has many capabilities of addressing a
number of the probiems that we will address. We feel that there
has been a very serious abdication of leadership by the Department
of i.abor and that the complexity of the law has been reduced to a
very few principles, and that those principles dominatz the entire
job training system at this point in time. It is not a local- and
State-run system. It is a system that is run by placement standards
and cost figures, and those are distorting and producing many of
the results that \ > found around Illinois.

We believe there are many parts of the act that call for quite dif-
ferent standards and that are much more oriented toward real
return on investment and long-term success, and we urge the Con-
gress and the Labor Department to pay attention to those.

I want to just summarize some of our findings from the analysis,
and then to answer any questions you may have. The first thing we -
found was that there has just been an enormous shrinkage of train-
ing resources in all parts of Illinois, that if we compared between
the late 1970’s and the initiation of JTPA, there was a shrinkage in
1eal dollars on the order of 70 percent going into job training at the 3
national level, and an even larger shrinkage in real dollars going
to Illinois.

When you look at it in doilars per person, unemployed, the
shrinkage was on the order of 80 percent. So there has been a tre-
mendous decline in the capacity to do anything in terms of provid-
ing training in an economy where there are more and more people
who are not just unemployed, but severely and persistently unem-
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ployed, and in large areas where there is a vzry critical unemploy-
ment and tremendous loss of employment opportunities.

A second thing we found by comparing the last 10 years is that
this shrirkage of resources naralleled vhe shrinkage of actual train-
ing opportunities and that we are able to reach now a much small-
er fzction of the unemployed population than we could during the
years that CETA was well funded.

At its peak, the Federal training system could rea:h about 30
percent of the unemployed people in Illinois in some w: v in a given
year. Now, it is about 10 percent, and many of them are reached in
a very, very brief and superficial manner. So those are basic con-
straints on the entire system.

We found that in passing the law, Congress and many advocates
of the law believed that the States would provide decisive leader-
ship under this program. We did an intensive study of what the
State had actually done. Qur State is a State that is widely ad-
mired for what it has done, and was given an award recently by
one of the national organizations. But, we found a very disappoint-
ing record. We found that this fear of audits, for example, had ob-
sessed the State administrators and produced an absolute tidal
wave of paperwork that was complained of throughout the m.
There is much more redtape now than there was under A at
the level of providing service and getting into t} system.

We think that the Federal Government cwe ‘he Stetes a very
clear description of what they have to do and v.nat they might be
audited on so that this kind of extremely counter;l)argguctive and
costly and inflexible reaction does not have to take place.

Almost all of the States’ energies for finding out information
about what was happening were devoted to this problem for the
first 2 years of the program. We found that the State approved the
fragmentation of the Chicago labor market further, even beyond
the level of CETA by separating the ﬁart of Cook County, the Cock
County suburbs that has jobs, from the part that has severe unem-
ployment, and the part that has severe unemployment is overen-
rolling and overexpending JTPA funds. The part that has jobs is
on‘l}' spending sbout half of them.

ou cannot find eligible people, because those people are not able
to live in those affluent suburbs. We found that the distribution
formula was unworkable in Illinois, because every place is above
the thresholds for unemployment so it didn’t separate those places
that had critical unemployment from those places that didn’t.

The net result was what we thought was Aan inappropriate focus
of funding on glaces that were affluent and literally couldn’t spend
the money and the critical underfunding of number of areas in the
State that have extraordinarily severe and persistent unemploy-
ment.

Our study of program Yarticipation shows that there is creaming
throughcut the system. In fact, almost everyone who operates in
the system concedes it, from the State director to the reople who
run service delivery areas to the people who run jot training of-
fices where they actually deal with clients.

Most of the SDA’s have some kind of screening process at ir.take.
One of them even has a high school graduation requirement, and
many of the service providers do a second level of screening before
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people are allowed into programs. They don’t do that, because they
don’t want to serve hard to serve people. They do it because they
have to meet the placement standards and the cost standards.
Those standards are driving service providers not to serve people
who have serious job training needs and rewarding them for train-
ing people who don’t have serious job training needs.

We found a significant shift in the composition of training in the
State, particularly along the level of edveation. In the last ear, 15
percent of the people who were in the utle II programs and 85 per-
cen of the people who were in the title III programs in Illinois had
high school degrees or more. A number of them had college

This was a very large shift from the previous operations of
CETA, about twice as low a level of high school dropouts in the
system. We think that this is a very, very critical problem, and it's
a result of the costs and the placement standards.

We found that there were serious issues of equal opportunity at
every level in the training system in terms of the initiﬁoinput. Dis-
advantaged groups were less likely to get through from the original
contact with the JTPA office into the enrollment process. Within
the enrollment process, they were likely to be assigned to less de-
sirable training programs. For example, on-thejob training was
twice as frequently offered to men as to women. It was less fre-
quently offered to blacks than to whites.

We found a very serious decline in total enrollment in the JTPA
system by Hispanics in the State of Illinois, and very, very little
training of any sort to deal with non-English-speaking peogle, be-
cause that just cannot be afforded under the system even by His-
painic agencies.

We found that within the system, that there was very little being
offered in the way of basic skills education to meet the very critical
probl-ms of many people who are being dislocated or who are
unabie to get into indu. -ial employment which was traditionally
the backbone of our econo.. v and don’t have basic skills to get any-
where in the service econom{y.

Only about 10 percent of the training slots in Illinois are for
basic skills development. Many more go for what they call a job
club, for example, which is a very, very short, brief kind of encoun-
ter with a trainee that does really involve any substantive training
except in how to do an interview.

We found that in the city of Chicago, only 337 blacks and 26 His-
panics were enrolled in basic skills training last year, and only
about 110 of all of the students graduated from basic skills in the
entire cei:iy. This is a city where almost 13,000 additional dropouts
are added to a vast pool of people without basic skills every year,
and who are condemned to almost certain economic disadvantage
throughout their lives if they don’t remedy those difficulties.

We found that coming out of the system, when you did get train-
ing there was discrimination or there was unequal treatmeni(z)'l%
employers. In other words, blacks or women who got through
trainir g, for example, were less likely to be hired and likely to get
a lowe-~ wage. Our study does not show how all these things happen
or show how much of it is caused by discrimination, or how much
is caused by other forces in society, but we did look very closely at
civil rights enforcement to see whether JTPA was watching those
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issues te find out whether it could monitor equal opportunity,
given these very serious problems we identified of unequal results
coming through this system.

We were very distressed to learn that at both the Federal and
State level, Federal civil rights enforcement, State civil rights en-
forcement had almost ceased to exist under the JTPA throughout
the first 2 years of the program. Neither the Federal Government
nor the State government has issued even a basic regulation to this
point in time. Enforcement staffs are reduced. They cannot do
training effectively, because they are not binding regulations.

In the State of Illinois, total enforcement staff at this point in
time is one person who has not only the responsibility for JTPA,
but a whole range of other major Federal grant programs, and is
totally unable to handle the function that he has.

So we think that this one area that is particularly critical has to
be addressed immediately. We see some signs in both Illinois and
the Federal Government that at last there is beginning to be some
attention given to this problem, but we think Congress should mon-
itor that very strictly.

The title III program, we found, was a program in Illinois that
functioned primarily for a very selective group of people without
jobs. Eighty-five percent were high school graduates. It was over-
whelmingly a white male program. Must of the training it offered
was very short term, and it was not functioning effectively at all in
the city of Chicago where only less than 50 people were placed
during the transition year, and a very small number during the
first program year.

We make a series of recommendations, and we go into both ques-
tions that can be dealt with within the existing lines of those that
might require changes. We realize that this may not be the best
time to be thinking about large changes in the act, but we are con-
vinced that when recessions comes, this act is going to be so incred-
ibly inadequate in many dimensions that there’s a need for Con-
gress to begin to think about what needs to be addressed as this
program continues to evolve.

We believe that, first of all, there is a need to move beyond the
placement standard of immediate placement and lowest possible
cost, to thinking about the substantive kinds of training that need
to be offered and the long term retum on investments. As we read
the act, Congress talks about rciurn on the investment they're
making and increased earnings and employment—these are
quotes—of participants and reduction in welfare dependency. That
does not mean for 1 day or 2 weeks or 2 months. It means a lasting
reduction in dependency, and a lasting increase of income and em-
ployment.

There is absolutely no way within existing JTPA system at the
State or the Federal level to know whether this is occarring or
whether the existing investments are intelligent and worthwhile
investments. We must have followup data. We believe that as soon
as we have adequate followup data, it will become more apparent
that more investment in basic skills training and less in more su-
perficial aspects of this process really have much better long term
economic returns, and that they are better investments.
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If we move toward placement standards that are based on dura-
tion of placement, we will begit: to understand much better what
some of the training needs really are. We believe that there should
be a major recommitment to basic skills training with the JTPA
system. It is fine to say that somebody else should do it, that the
schools should do it, or the community colleges should do it, and so
on and so forth. We know that very few people who drop out of
school actually return to school. We know that the Chicago public
schools where most of the low income and minority children in the
State attend have received less and less aid to deal with the prob-
lems of the children who are there, and we know that there has gre
to be muc’. better cooperation between job training employers and
schools if we are going to begin to address this broblem effectively.

We found almost no coordination whatever in the State of Lili-
nois between the public schools and the job training system over
the retention of students in school and over the problem of helping
dropouts or preventing dropouts, better yet, which we believe
would be extremely important.

We found many inappropriate placements of youth in the job
training system. There was only a very small fraction of those who
need academic training and are receiving it. There’s many short
term placements in order to meet the placement standards. In Chi-
cago, during the transition year, for example, in the whole JTPA
system, one-fourth of the people were placed at minimum wage,
and the largest single employer was McDonald’s. We do not think
that Congress intended to finance a job traiiing system and to
spend thousands of dollars on an individual to send them without
any increase in basic skills or long-term earning capucity to a tem-
porary job that is likely to be part time and brief, and close to min-
imum wage.

We believe that civil rights erforcement should be aided by issu-
ing regulations, increasing staffs, by training the State and local
administrators, by using some fund terminations to deal with the
fact that most of the States don’t even have the basic framework or
beginnings of a civil rights program in force, and we believe there
should be cooperation between JTPA and job discrimination agen-
cies in looking at the differential treatment of people who are
trained ‘n this system when they go out and try to get eraployment
or when they try to get referrals to OJT jobs.

We think that Congress, the Labor Department and States need
to think about the definition of dislocated workers. Since we have
found that it was not clear in the act and that the State has de-
fined it in a way that tends to exclude a lot of the relatively low
seniority women and minority employees in firms. We believe that
there should be some major experiments in relocation, since parts
of our State and many others simply don’t have jobs.

It would be a much better service to people to help them move
someplace that there are jobs if they could definitely line up jobs.
We think that there has to be a better effort to coordinate JTPA
and the unemployment insurance system since, for men, particu-
larly, who aren’t on AFDC, since there are no stipends in the JTPA
system, we are now in a situatin where there are many people
who are too poor to afford to be trained in the United States.
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We know that most of the unemployed pecp'e are not any longer
in the unemployment insurance recipient category and for those
who are we think there should be a very serious effort to get them
into training as soon as possible while they still have the income to
afford to be trained.

- At the State government level, we believe that there is a real
need for development of poiicies that emphasize quality of training.
None of the Federal or State standards prevent an SDA, for exam-
gle, from not offering any basic skills training, and some of the

DA'’s in Illinois do not. Chicago is only able to offer it to 4 percent
of the eligible people, and it falls very far behind each year.

We think the State ought to be looking at and setting some prior-
ities for what these job training programs actually ought to ad.
dress. The State has no policy evaluation capability now, in part
because it has been so severely underfunded administratively. They
realize that they need to have that capacity, and Congress needs to
think, I think, about the administrative expenditure ceiling if the
States do not have the adequate staff to deal with the question of
whether or not the system is actually working.

In conclusion, I would say there’s a number of issues we think
the Congress needs to address in the long run, first of all, funding.
The funding is very seriouslv inadequate for these programs, and
the thought that it should be further substantially cut goes right
against the grain of a growing and deep need in the country.

We think that there is a very important role for public service
employment. We found that people around the State operating
JTPA had many situations where they simply could not find jobs to
place people and there is something extremely counterproduc-
tive and destr  .ve about training somebody when the job does not
exist.

Many people have felt that by the end of the CETA Program we
would learn a lot about how to run a proper public service employ-
ment program, and that we gave away that knowledge. We found
in our State many tax expenditures that encouraged additional dis-
location by having corporations move from central cities to suburbs
and other places that did not have a real shortage of jobs.

We think that Congress needs to think about whether or not the
Federal Government through industrial revenue bonds and other
sources should be financing the creation of additional dislocation
on a large scale in the country, even while it is offering a tiny
training Yrogram to deal with some of those consequences.

We feel that JTPA as it presently stands does not have adequate
tools to de.ul with the problems of non-English-speaking people who
are a very large population in Chicago and many other areas and
that tkere ought to be major experiments launched in this area.

Finally, we feel that there is importance, both to look at redistri-
bution of funds within urban areas and to develop a series of strat-
egies for sharing training opportunities, 20.‘.‘. listings and placement
services across the fragmented parts of metropolitan area labor
ma,kets, because we have found many situations where there were
unfilled training slots in affluent suburbs connected to almost cer-
tain jobs, and there were oversubscribed training progams a few
miles away in the central city that did not have any jobs they were
likely to lead to.
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We felt that on both sides this is a waste of resources and oppor-
tunities. That concludes our basic statement.
[The prepared statement of Gary Orfield follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GARY ORFIELD, ILLINOIS UNEMPLOYMENT AND JOB TRAINING
ReszarcH Provsect, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

Two years of experience under JTPA shows that the widely proclaimed success of
this new federalism policy has been bought at a very high price. The program has
achieved high placement rates with much lower expenditures, but this gas been the
result not of efficiency but of exclusion. The training program often has nothing of
real value to offer those most desperately in need of training. Its agencies and con-
tractors have specialized in brief training programs and job interview worksheps for
those whose training needs are much less severe and who would be likely to find
jobs without special assistance.

Our year-long study of the program by the 26 people in our reserrch project in-
volved examining how JTPA is actually functioning in the center of industrial
America. We visited local agencies acroas the state, including some of the richest
suburban areas in the county end some of the nation’s most stricken middle sized
industrial cities. We conducted interviews with pople operating individual t.rammﬁ
p , attended many of the policy meetings and interviewed the officials, an
studied thousands of of printouts describing the J,rograms and the people en-
rolled within them. We gathered data on budgets an n;spr:lgrm more than a
decade and compared the nature of the efforts and the ts as of our efforts
to find out whether the country was moving forward or backward in addreesing its
job training problems.

We concluded that the nation has been moving backwa%rovndmg leas real job
training and failing to recognize the very severe crisis that confronts industrial
workers, blacks and Hispanics, youth seeking jobs without skills, and women strug-
gling to support a family on part-time minimum wage i:be The economic rewv:?'

as been extremely uneven and the scale of the problems that remain to be ad-
dressed is far above that which was considered a grave social crisis a generation
ago. If those who have stopped looking for jobs are added to the official unemploy-
ment statistics, we have 9.0 million people without work at what is ly the
peak of the recovery and manufacturing emgloyment has regained only about half
of the jobs lost in the last recession. 15% of blacks, more than a tenth of Hispanics,
and 18% of teens were jobless and the numbers were frighteningly higher for cen-
tral city minority youth. A number of the largest industrial states, including Ilii-
nois, report substantially higher rates of joblessness and have experienced less re-

covery.

In the midst of this continuing crisis of unemployment, exacerbated by large
changes in the American economy that displace milfions of workers, the federal gov-
ernment has instituted radical cuts in resources for job training and adopted a set of
policies that direct those resources away from the most troubled areas and individ-
uals. In constant value dollars the federal training and employment expenditures
dropped 69% from FY 79 to FY 83 and the program provided only one- as much
resources for training each jobless worker in a society with a far higher unemploy-
ment level. The drop was even more severe in Illinois. Not only did the dollar de-
cline and the public service jobs program disappear, but our research shows that
Chicago iOt significantly less than its reasonable share of what remained while
some of the most affluent suburban areas received allocations well in excess of their
needs. They couldn’t sg%nrd the funds they received.

Our comparison of A with JTPA showed that at its CETA served about
30% of the jobless people in Illinois during a year but that A reaches only aout
a tenth and provides a much lower level of service, with shorter programs and
many placements in job clubs. The research showed that each time Congress
changed the rules of job training programs during the past decade and a haif, that
there was a rapid effect on who received training. Where agencies were told to serve
those with basic skills needs, they were served. When Congrees reforined the PSE

rogram, the number of disadvan participants soared. Even before JTPA, the
agan Administration and the 1981 amendments changed the characteristics of job
training programs under CETA, as fewer minorities and disadvantaged people were
served and more with at least a high school diploma. The job training system adapts
apidly to new policy directives and we think that it needs some new goals from

A was based to a considerable extent on some important assumptions. The
law assumed that the states would do a better job than the federal government in
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admimistering job training and that the private sector would make a major contribu-
tion if the program was put under the control of Private Industry Councils and state
councils dominated by businessmen. Our study finds that state control has brought
more red tape and paperwork, that the state approved fragmentation of the Chicago
suburbs separating jobs from the jobless, that the state has extremely little substan-
tive leadership on such central issues as the linkage between education and train-
ing, and that state officials have done almost nothing to find out whether or not the
program is actually working. The state has provided honest, professional, low cost
administration in a program emphasizing compliance with auditing requirements
and seeking ways to use job funds as part of economic development packages.

One of the clearest misconceptions was the belief of the Reagan Administration
that the states would spontaneously enforce civil rights witliout federal regulations
and federal monitoring. As the federal government withd-ew from the field the vast
majority of the states emulated its example and civil rights requirements virtually
ceased to exist for the first two years of the program

Our study of program participation shows that there are serious issues of equal
opportunity at every stage of the JTPA system. The proportion of black enrollees is
slightly above the low point of the CETA period if one looks only at Title 1IA. In-
cluding Title III, the black participation is substantially lower. P{ispanic participa-
tion has fallen significantly in Illinois under JTPA. The minority group members
the program does serve include a few of the many thousands of dropouts added to
the state’s economically precarious population each year. There is a serious loss of
potential participants in JTPA before the enrollment stage and disadvantaged
people were disproportionately lost. Although the JTPA law emphasizes the eco-
nomically disadvantaged, we found screening going on in much of the state at both
the SDA and the service provider level Officials and contractors throughout the
system conceded that JTPA standards forced them to screen out many people with
severe handicaps. Although our survey of those providing training services under
JTPA disclosed considerable sympathy for the increased emphasis on placement,
they reported that one of the most serious training needs was for basic skiils and
that they would not satisfy this need.

The educational dimension of the screening process was particularly critical.
During the JTPA vear ending last July, 75 percent of Illinois enrollees in Title II
and 85% of those in Title III were high school grads. Even in Chicago, where almost
half the students fail to complete high school, the great majority of those in training
were graduates. Many JTPA enrollees had more than a high school education.
Under CETA a far higher proportion of dropouts were served. Both in Illinois and
nationally, the evidence shows a very dismal prospect for jobs and income for drop-
outs without training.

Within the JTPA system, women, minorities, and other groups experienced differ-
eat treatment. Women were only about half as likely as men to receive the most
desirable placements, in OJT jobs, and were substantially more likely to end up in
vocational courses. Blacks were also less hikely to receive OJT placement. Different
types of training placement were related to different rates of finding jobs. Job place-
ment, for example, was relatively low for job club activities. Even within the same
kind of training, there were differences in placement rate and salary at placement
by sex, race welfare status, etc. The JTPA system is exclusionary at the entrance
point, threats people differently inside the training process, and feeds trainees into
a discriminatory private labor market. It is a system that tends to perpetuate rather
than reduce initial inequalities.

The Title III program, which is the myjor innovation in JTPA, accounts for about
a fourth of JTPA enrollment in Illinois. The program speaks to a problem of disloca-
tion that is extremely severe in Illinoit but reaches a very small fraction of the
people affected, has no targets for helping *hose facing the most severe problems in
reentering private employment, and offers ve.v short-term training that cannot up-
grade the skills of a worker in a disappearing 1.1dustry who has nothing to offer in
the service industry labor market. We believe that this program is in need of funda-
mental reexamination.

Our recommendations cover many levels of state and federal policy and adminis-
tration. We believe that an adequate response to the problem of very severe persist-
ing unemployment, to say nothinﬁsof the much more serious problems likely in the
next recession would require a substantial increase in resources in job training. res-
toration of a tightly targeted public jobs program where there are no jobs, and a
recirection of the program away from emphasis on short-term placement figures
with little real significance toward the kind of training that genuinely helps those
who otherwise have little chance. Programs should be measured by long-term place-
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ments and by success in dealing with very serious educational problems that block
almost any chance for mobility.

We call for much stronger priorities in directing ihe resources to very serious
problems and a strong movement away from the existing fragmented view of train-
ing and employment within bits and pieces of metropolitan labcr markets. We be-
leve that there should be requirements for sharing Jobs and training opportunities
within large labor market areas and that the trair.ees should be offered an option to
take a subsidy for a move when they can identify a better Job somewhere else in 'he
country As the economy continues to move through drastic changes in the nature
and distribution of jobs, it is very important to increase the choices and tools avail-
able to the victims of these changes.

One of the most glaring failures of the JTPA program has been a peculiar insensi-
tivity to issues of discrimination and equity. We recommend a series of major
changes to upgrade the performance of both federal and state civil rights operations.
Our report shows that unequal treatment is, in fact, a systematic problem within
the JTPA system and requires continuous top level attention.

The JTPA program has kept job training alive and training experts and agencies
functioning through very difficult times. It has produced some valuable lessons
about the need for increased attention to private sector relationships and concen-
trated work on placement problems. It has also shown all too clearly, however, the
serious cost of making those useful ideas into the driving force of a training system
that too often loses sight of the problems of those who most need training. Congress
has the responsibiiity to offer a more solidly based training ard retraining program
that has the resources to permanently transform the work chances of people who
otherwise will have no real role in the Amnerican economy or American society.

Mr. MarriNez. Thank you, Mr. Orfield. 1 have one question.
Somewhere in your testimony, somewhere here where you read it,
you mentioned about 56 people. Was that in Chicago, IL, or the State
of I'linois that were placed under title III last year?

Mr. OrriELD. We found in the transition year, the figure was?

Ms. Siesser. Fourty-five people for the city of Chicago in the
transition year; 322 people were placed during this program year
in the city of Chicago in title III.

Mr. OrrFIELD. This is a city that really has many, t=ns, scores of
thousands of dislocated workers.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Orfield. Kind of a sad statistic really.

Mr. ORFIELD. Yes.

Mr. MARTINEZ. You have addressed a lot of the problems that we
have heard referred to in other hearings. Do you feel, let me ask
you, do you feel that these problems could be addressed through
the administrative process, or do you feel there is going to need to
be legislation?

Mr. OrriELD. | feel there are many problems that can be ad-
dressed through the administrative process, such as the develop-
ment of more realistic placement standards and evaluation capac-
ity and so forth, and there are some others that we mentioned at
the end that would require new legislation, but we do have the
feeling that there is much more in the JTPA law than has been
seen so far in the program administration and that the Labor De-
partment has made a terrible mistake by saying that it was giving
discretion, but really sending only one signal, saying we are only
interested in your placement statistics and your cost statistics. Ev-
eryone in the system is reacting ac if that was the only policy that
was in JTPA, and I think it is very important that the Labor De-
partment send out other signals and rest the minds of the State
and local administrators about totally unknown accounting and au-
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diting problems that they might be dealing with and begin to focus
on real training issues.

Mr. MArTINEZ. Thank you. Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Hs" es. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just wanted tc commend
first Professor Orﬁelc{ for his yeomar. dig in research on this whole
area, what I categorize as & real critical problem facing America
today, that is waat are we going to do to increase opportunities for
gainful employment for our youth today.

I think certainly your efforts will not go unnoticed. It should be
used to help us and Congress to understand and find some answers
to the shortcomings that now exist under the JTPA Program.
There is one thing that I must say. You mentioned something that
1 disagiee with. You said when the recession comes. I am sure you
were pot talking bout the southside of Chicago where the Universi-
ty 0. Lhicago lives. The recessior has a_ready progressed from a re-
cession {¢  depression, so far as the southside of the c.*y of Chica-
g0 1 concerned.

My specific questions are these. I have been to seve -1 oversight
hearings throughout the United States, and theie nas n testimo-
ny that indicated, and I want to find out if ;o 1 see t! - 18 the case,
where therz has been certain skimming oif th > top 1. -erms of the
higher graded group of students, when it .omes to de!ermining who
is admitted into the JTPA Program. Do you fin.' this to be true ir
your study in Chicago and t. - State of Illinois?

Mr. OrrFieLp. Yes, Mr. Congressman, we have found that almost
everyone that we spoke to in the system recognized this as a prob-
lem, and a number of them saia it was required by the placement
standar. . They believe that .1e signal that was being sent to them
by the auministrators was that they kad to do this, because if they
didn’t meet those standards, their SDA could lose its funds or the
servicc;lprovider could lose its contract s that literally they had to
think all the tirie about whether they could . {ford to take the risk
of training somebody who really needed 10 be trained, or whether
they had to sclect somebody that would be easy to place. Very
often, they decided to select the people who were easy to place. The
creaming takes place mostly along thc i :es of education which is a
very, very important line, because it means we cream out people
who are unt:ained by th.= schoois i~ 1 the job training system.

Mr. Haves. Henee, it is not tor - from wrong for those of us
who have said it has been concl. .d by some in the position of
power to do semething about it th.. there are certain expendables
in our society who we should not even waste money on to t:l'y to
train and educate and prepare to fit into society. Hence, we don’t
give them any opportunity, isn’t that true?

Mr. OrrieLp. Well, I think in our discussions, for exam le, with
service providers in Chicago, that many of them felt that they were
being told that they could not try to deal with the real hardcore
unemployed, because if they did, they would have to spend more on
those kids, and they wouid have not such a good record of place-
ment, especiallﬁ:lsince they would be dealing with raciai discrimina-
tion after the kids were trained, and that they would »e punished
if they did that by the JTPA system.

Mr. Haves. You have mentioned the inadequacy of the civil
rights program which I am interes’ .1 in, and given the kind of ap-

FRICST COPY AVAILABLE ., ;i 4§

IToxt Provided by ERI

oy



38

proach that this administration h:us, and I am not asking you to be

partisan in your answer to this question, because I say we are deal-

ing with a human question, not one that has to do with partisan

politics, but as a real assault on affirmative action as a whole, do

you see any real cl.ance for a turnaround in this whole area of civil

rights as it approaches the problem of unemployment, unless there .
is some real positive aci un of change on the part of the Congress of

the United States?

Mr. OrrieLp. Well, I think this is an area where Congress really
needs to exercise a tremendous amount of oversight, because, as ’
you know, a number of the Federal agencies are simply not active-
ly enforcing civil rights laws at this point in time. I think that we
have a situation in JTPA where the Justice Department has boen
blocking the issuance of even a basic regulation that’s not a very
dramatic assertion of Federal power, and I think is almost the mip-
imum that the law requires.

That has been blocked now throughout, well into the third year
of this program, and I think Congress needs to find out why the
executive branch is unable to even issue a basic directive, that the
lack of this directive has made many of the State people feel that
civil rights is not any longer a serious problem, and that they
really take any risk by ignoring it. Since many of the States do not
even have a paper structure of enforcement, and no one has been
punished yet for not having one in this system.

Mr. Hayves. Time is running out on me, I've been advised. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman, for being as liberal as you were.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank yo», Mr. Hayes, and thank you very much.
I can assure you that the study and the work you have done will
not go to waste. It will be valuable for us on the committee to work
with as we try to remedy some of the inadequacies in the program
now and as we try to correct some of the definitions to the locals so
that they have less to worry about, and, like you say, stress more
on the program’s success as far as it pertains to the help of human
beings that need it. Thank you very much.

Mir. OrFIELD. Thank you very much.

Mr. MARTINEZ. At this time, the Chair would like to call the first
panel which consists of Joan Hammond on behalf of Gov. Richard
Celeste. National Governors’ Association; Donald Singer, president
of the National Association of County Training and Employment
Professionals, National Association of Counties; and John Tyner,
council member from Rockville, MD, representing the National
League of Cities, “

We would like to begin with the council member from Rockville,
MD, Mr. John Tyner.

STATEMEN' OF JOHN TYNER II, COUNCIL MEMBER, ROCK VILLE, «
MD, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES

Mr. TynNER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. I am John Tyner,
council member of the city of Rocl -ille, MD, and a member of the
National League of Cities, Human Jevelopment Steering Commit-
tee.

I am here today on behalf of our 15,000 direct and indirect
member cities nd elected officials. I want to thank the chairman
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and the members of the subcommittee for the opportunity to come
before you and discuss the Department of Labor’s Job Training
Partnership Act activities.

Although much of the responsibility for managing JTPA has
been lodged with State governments, the Federal Government
through DOL continues to retain important JTPA responsibilities.
Those responsibilities include the development and promulgation of
regulations to guarantee that the objectives of the legislation are
met, the resolution of disputes over service delivery area designa-
tions and private industry council certification, the approval of
State plans, the development of performance standards, and serv-
ing in an appeal capacity for program auditing disputes.

To the extent that A remains legitimately in its infancy,
harsh, sweeping rebukes of the program and its administration
may be somewhat premature. What i8 not premature, however, is
how local governments perceive a program designed in large part
to cure their jobless ills. The local level, after all, is where our Na-
tion’s millions of unemployed reside.

In a recent NLC survey entitled “Employment Problems and
America’s Cities,” the survey respondents were asked to rate the
performance of the Federal Government under JTPA both in gen-
eral and in specific areas of responsibility. I would like to submit a
summary of that report for the record. The results of that survey
are quite telling.

Overall, only 3 percent of city officials said Federal performance
in JTPA had been excellent, with 2 out of 3 saying t* at it had been
fair or poor. In addition, large percentages say that the Federal
Government has done a poor job of providing progvam guidance
and information and technicsl assistance.

Mr. Chairman, what these figures tell us is that local officials do
not think that the Federal Government is doing a good job on
JTPA. In abolishing CETA and creating JTPA, both the adminis-
tration and Congress clearly intended that the baton of decision-
making be passed on to State governments which have little expe-
rience o. preparation for the new role and responsibility under
JTPA. This inexperience has only been compounded by what I be-
lieve many of us agree is serious program underfunding. At the
meetings of the NLC Human Development Steering Committee in
March and in May, and in our most recent meeting last month, the
steering committee considered amendments to our national munici-
pal policy as it relates to JTPA. While those amendments to our
existing policies on JTPA have yet to be acted upon by the full
NLC membership, they do, however, go in many ways to the heart
of what it is we are discussing today, specifically v-ays in which not
only the Department of Labor, but all ple,e - in tne JTPA process
can maximize the training and unemployment results intended by
Congress.

Specifically we ask that you add specificity to language regarding
JTPA’s purpose of serving economically disadvantaged persons to
now urge that the hardest to employ an.ong the disadvantaged be
targeted for assistance. This recommendation is premised on the
fact that JTPA at its optimum can only serve about 5 percent of
the ~ligible disadvantaged population.
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We urge that you change the formula used in determining the
J1PA allocations from a two-thirds uneinployment rate, one-third
poverty rate formula to an equally weighted formula of unemploy-
ment and poverty measures.

This change would more equitably address the high pockets of
Joblessness, chiefly among the urban poor which persist even when
overall unemployment levels are relatively low.

We urge that you establish hold-harmless basis for sub-State allo-
cations of JTPA funds, as is the case currently with State alloca-
tions. Shert-term fluctuations, as you have heard this morning, in
unemployment levels can drastically alter the level of funding to a
service delivery area or a Jocal unit of government from year to
year. A hold-harmless funding basis would ensure the continuity
and credibility of local programs by maintaining a threshold of al-
locations.

We would urge that you restrict the use of recaptured, unspent
JTPA funds to redistribution within the JTPA system where the
needs are greatest. We would also encourage the development of
post-program measures of JTPA training and placement services as
a means of assessing service quality.

We urge the utilization of data capture technologies to develop
nationally standard..ed reporting systems on JTPA performance.
We encourage the use of the Governor’s 6 percent setasides for bo-
nuses for SDA’s which target the hardest to employ, and, nine, we
would urge the inclusion of youth competencies as an additiongl
form of positive outcomes in youth programs.

Finally, we would ask that you mandate that 20 percent of State
title III allocations be set aside for technical assistance to service
delivery areas and local units of government for planning and de-
velopment of anticipatory strategies to deal with plant closings,
large scale layoffs and economic emergencies.

While the NLC strongly supports H.R. 1616, plant closing legisla-
tion introduced by Mr. Ford of Michigan, we continue to be greatly
concerned over both the scope of the problem and trends such as
those actions taken in tne Senate to reduce title Il dislocated
worker assistance. This setaside will truly assist SDA’s and local
governments in addressing a serious national problem.

Mr. Chairman, we are encouraged by the promise of JTPA and
the potential the program holds for truly making a difference in
solving & problem over which we have had liitle historic success,
specifical’ly the prnblem of unemployment in our Nation’s cities. At
the same *ime. .owever, we continuc to Le truly concerned over
our seeming 1nability to solve a problcm which continues to grow
while Federal assistance to address it continues to shrink.

As we }.ave testified previously, funding reduztions in these pro-
grams targeted direc'ly at nagging problems are serious in and of
themselvesr The scheduled expiration of the Targeted Jo% Tax
Credit at the end of this year unless Congress extends the program
will only serve to devalue the worth of programs like JTPA.

We continue to believe that only by means of a substantive and
effective partnership between all levels of government may we
maintain any hopes of solving these mutual problems. We are also
hopeful that Congress will continue to call upon us to assist in
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these mutual efforts to assure the effective implementation of vital
and worthwhile Federal programs.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our concerns before
your committee. I welcome an opportunity to field any questions
you may have that I could answer :rom a local perspective.

[The prepared statement of John Tyner follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN TYNER II, Counci. MEMBER, RockviLLe, MD, oN
BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF

Mr. Chairman, I request that my full statement be included within the hearing
rrcord . . . thark you

Good morning, I am John Tyner, Council Member of the City of Rockville, Mary-
land and a member of the National League of Cities Human Development Stecring
Committee. T am here today on behalf of our 15,000 direct and indirect member
cities and elected officials i want to thank the Chairman and the members of the
subcommittee for this omportunity to come before you to discuse the Department of
Labor’s Job Training Partnvrshlp Act ac.mtles

Mr Chairman, a number of so-called “experts’ in the job training field, through
preliminary studies of the JTPA, have already concluded that the Department of
BAbor has virtually abandoned its responsibilities as a partner in managing the

TPA

Althcugh much of the responsibility for manaqﬁmg JTFA has been lodged with
state governments, the federal government through DOL continues to retain impor-
tant JTPA responsibilities. Those responsibilitles include the development and pro-
mulgation of regulations to guarantee that the objectives of the legislation are met,
the resolution of disputes over service delivery area (SDA) designations and private
industry council (PIC) certifications, the approval of state plans, the development of
performance standards, and serving in an appeal capacity for program auditing dis-
putes.

To the extent that the JTPA remains legitimately in its infancy, harsh, sweeping
rebukes of the program and its administration may be somewhat premature. What
is not premature, however, is how local governments aKzreelve a program d ed
in large part to cure their Jobless ills. The local level, r all, is where our nation’s
millions of unemployed reside.

In a recent NBC survey entitled “Employment Problems and America’s Cities”,
the surve ndents were asked to rate the performance of the federal govern-
ment under J A, both in general and in specific areas of responsibility. I would
like to submit a summary of that report for the record. The results of that survey
are quite telling

Overall, only three percent of clty officials said federal performance in JTPA has
been “excellent”, with two out of three saying that it had been “fair” or “poor”. In
none of the elght specific areas of responsnbn it dld a mauonty of the respodnents
rate federal government performance as “excellent” or q More than 20 per-
cent of the respondeits rated the federal performance as “poor’ in six of the elght
categories. In five areas, 30 percent or more rated federal performance as “poor”.

In addition, large percenkases say that the federal government has done a poor
job of provndmg program guidance (41%) and information and technical assistance
(37%) Significant proportions of city officials do not think that the federal govern-
ment is Frovxdmg the resources—financial and otherwise—that are needed.

At a full committee hearing in February of this yeag at which Carol Bellamy,
NLC First Vice President testified, the Chairman of this subcommittee shared with
the pa;_:el a pro\ erb taught him by his father, that “figures never lie, but liars some-
times fi;

Mr. C mrman, our figures don't lie in clearly telling us that local officials do not
think that the federal government is doing a good job on JTPA.

In abolishing CETA and creating JTPA, both the Administration and Congress
clearly intended that the baton o decmonmskmg be passed on to state govern-
ments which had little experience or preparation for the new role and responsibility
under JTPA.

That baton was passed, however, with no one willing or responsible to coach
states and locals in the proper manner in which it should oe carried from th.'t point
on As a result, governments at the local level across the count?' have been left
with a program which states have interpreted as clearly as the law would allow.

This has only been compounded with what I believe many of us agree is serious
program underfunding.
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We commend Congress for the patience it has exhibited this year in providing
JTPA time to work out some of its own problems at the same time giving Congress
and all interested parties time to conduct their own assessments of what is right
and wrong with the prog:m. To have se ‘ausly considered and acted upon amend-
ments to the program this aarly in its existance could well have served to merely
exrcerbate some of problems. We view this hearing, however, as an opporcunity to
present what we feel are potential changes in A which Congress may wish to
censider in the months ahead.

At the meeting of the NLC Human Development SteeriniCommittee in March of
this year, another of today’s witnesses, Frank Slobig of the Roosevelt Centennial
Przject addressed the committee on the unique lems of disadvantaged youth
an lpropooed and existing programs designed to address their chronic levels of un-
employment.

At our most recent meeting last month, Martin Jensen of Job Training Partner-
ship, Inc., also apieuing before the subcommittee today, provided the steering com-

is wisdom and insi

mittee with both ht into JTPA as we consider amendments to
our National Municipal Policy as it relates to JTPA.

These proposed ¢ in our National Municipel Policy have yet to receive the
endors¢ment of the and its leadership. There amendemnts, however, go in

many ways to the heart of what it is we are discussing here today, ﬂa;ciﬁeally, ways
in which not only the Department of Labor, but all players in the 'A process can
maximize the training and employment results intended by Congress.

We are hopeful that these amendments which we to will serve to assist
you and other members of congress as they may consider amendments to JTPA in
the coming year. Specifically, they are as follows:

(1) Add specificity to language ing JTPA’s purpose of serving economically
disadvantaged persons, to now urge that the hardest-to employ among the disadvan-

ed be targeted for assistance.
is recommendation is premised on the fact that JTPA, at its optimum, can
serve only about five percent of the eligible disadvantaged population.

(2) Change the formula used in determining JTPA allocatiors from a two-thirds
unemployment rate/one-third poverty rate formula to an equally weighted formula
of unemployment and poverty measures.

‘This change would more equitably address the high “pockets” of joblessness, chief-
ly among the urban poor, which persist even when overall unemployment levels are
relatively low.

(3) Establish a “hold-harmless” basis for sub-state allocations of JTPA funds, as is
the care currently with state alllocations.

Short-term fluctuations in unemplorment levels can drastically alter the level of
funding to a service delivery area or local unit of government from year to year. A
“hold-harm!ess” funding basis would ensure the continuity and credibility of local
programs by maintaining a threshold for allocations.

(4) Restrict the ure of recaptured unspent JTPA funds to redistribution within the
JTPA system where there needs are greatest.

Tr’ghe dministration intent is to return these unspent JTPA funds to the General
asury.

(5) Encourage the development ot “post-program measures” of JTPA training and
placement services as a means of assessing service quality.

A report entitled “Preliminary Oversight on the Job Training Partnership Act”
dated mber 1984 and completed by the Senate Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Employment and Productivity notes that DOL’s current rform-
ance standards “might be discouraging service to the most disadvants. groups
among those eligible for JTPA” because of their current emphasis on job placement,
rather than job retention, increased earnings, or decreased welfare de ndency. We
believe that some measure of post-program “success” is a means by which to assess
how weli the program is working.

{6) Urge the utilization of *data capture technologies” to develop nationally stand-
ardized reporting systems on JTPA performance.

Here again, DOL'’s roor performance is in large part attributable to their lack of
data on what is actually occurring within the program.

(7) Encourage the use of Governor’s “six percent set asides” for bonuses for serv-
ice delivery areas which target the hardest to employ.

(8) Urge the inclusion of youth competencies as an additional form of positive out-
comes in youth programs; and

(9) Mandate that twenty percent of state Title III allocations be set aside for tech-
nical assistance to service delivery areas and local unita of government for planning
and development of anticipatory strategies to deal with plant closings, large scale
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layoffs, and economic emergencies. While the NLC strongly aupports H.R. 1616,
plant closing legislation introduced by Mr. Ford of Michigan, we continue to be
greatly concerned over both the scope of the problem and trends such as those ac-
tions taken ‘n the Senate to reduce litle III dislocated worker assistance. This set
asr?l; will truly assist SDAs and local governments in addressing a serious national
problem.

Mr. Chairman, we are encouraged by the promise of JTPA and the potential the

M rogran. holds for truly making a difference in solving a problem yver which we
ave had little historical success; specifically, the problem of unemployment in our
nation’s cities.

At the same time, however, we continue to be truly concerned over our seemi
inability to solve a problem which continues to while federal assistance to

' dress it continues to shrink. The Chairruan of this subcommittee, the Chajrman of
the full committe. Mr. Hawkins, and all the members of our committee have our
thanks i1 preserving both the integrity and utility of these vital programs, particu-
lar during these times of fiscal crisis.

As we have testified previously, funding reductions in these mgmms di-
rectly at nagging problems are serious in and of themselves. scheduled expira-
tion of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC) at the end of this year unless Congrees
}:i‘t;xds the program will only serve to devalue the worth of programs like the

These reductions amount to adding insult to injury when couried with the loss of
general revenue sharing, forced cumﬂiance with the overtime rrovisions of the Fair
Labor Standards Act, efforts to prohibit states and localitier, from collecting sales
taxes on purchases made with food stamps, and the mandatory participation of mi-
nicipal employees in Medicare, to name but a few.

e continue to believe that only by means of a substantiv and effective partner-
ship between all levels of government mayv we maintain any hopes of solving these
mutual problems. With regard to JTPA, we are hopeful that the Department of
Labor will begin to correctly interpret their role as one of experienced overseer and
advisor and not as a bored causal observer. We are also hopeful that Congrees will
continue to call upon us to assist in these mutual efforts to assure the effective im-
plementation of vital and worthwhile federal programs.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our concerns before your commitwee. I
would welcome the opportunity to field any questions you may have which I may
answer from a local perspective. Thank you.

Mr. MArTINEZ. Thank g'ou very much, Mr. Tyner. We will hear
from the whole panel, and then we will ask questions.
Mr. TyneR. Thank you, sir.

Mr. MARTINEZ. We would like to hear next from Joan Hammond
on behalf of Gov. Richard Celeste.

STATEMENT OF JOAN HAMMOND, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR,
OHIO BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SERVICES, ON BEHALF OF
HON. RICHARD F. CEL%ESTE, CHAIRMAN, NGA SUBCOMMITTEE
ON EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

Ms. HamMoND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, members
of the committee. I am very happy to be here today on behalf of
" Gov. Richard Celeste and the National Governors’ Association.

First, I would like to say a couple of things by way of introduc-
tion. I want to basically emphasize the continuing support of the
States for the basic concept and structure of A. States have
taken ownership. The State and local partnership is working, and I
think even most important, the local public/nrivate partnership is
working within our local communities.

Second, 1 would like to sey that we really welcome the breath of
fresh air at the Department of Labor with the recent appointment
of Secretary Brock, the pending confirmation of Roger Semerad,
and, of course, our continuing admiration for Bob Jones. Qur writ-
ten remarks which we have prepared for you today really focus on
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that most important role o our Federal partner, and they are
fairly extensive remarks which range from what the Federal pres-
ence in the system building ought o be through issues about data
collection, research evaluation, technical assistance and program
coordination at the Federal level, a most important issue.

I wili not go into that sort of thing, be ;ause it is there for you to
see at your leisure, but I would like to make a few brief comments
and observations in general.

The Job Training Partnership Act, from our point of view, is a
highly complicated, really brilliant piece of legislation. It contains
the tools that Governors need to develop within their States educa-
tion, employment and training systems, systems that really oper-
ate, that coordinate scarce resources that can develop to be really
comprehensive, coordinated, and efficient education and training
systems.

There is tremendous strength potentially in the State job train-
ing councils, and the role that they can play within States in terms
of system building, and their loca{ counterparts, the private indus-
try councils with their local elected official partners are a particu-
larly effective tool potentially in developing the kinds of the qual-
ity systems of education and training that we need around this
country.

I think probably this legislation brings us the closest that we
have ever been at the Federal level to some kind of development of
the national industrial policy. There are, however, some real needs
that those of us at the States, as managers of this program, feel.
One is a need for standardized information, qualitative as well as
quantitative. We need to understand our impact. We need to be
able to measure nationally as well as statewide how well we are
doing at our targeting of dollars to the most in need.

e need the kind of information that will help us in driving,
planning, and programming efforts that search for creative solu-
tions, and we rieed help and information so that we can secure for
our citizens, the ones most in need, the long-term employment and
the economic mobility so badly needed.

I think a second point would be that there is need for increased
professicnal development within the entire system, not just assist-
ance to those who are perceived to be failing, but professional
growth and support for that growth that will improve continually
the quality of service that we provide across this country. We need
a strong national and State-based technical assistance and research
capability. Third, I think we need time, and we need flexibitity. We
need nonlegislative and nonregulatory remedies for the most part
in my opinion. We need a great Jdeal of nurturing and technical as-
sistance within the system so that we can better deal with the
problems thai we know exist within and between our States.

Then there’s a fourth issue. It has been spoken to today. I do
think we need a few clear rules and parameters from the l'!ederal

level within which we can operate. There is a need for risk taking
and experimentation within our States and within our SDA’s.

For example, a clear audit and compliance policy would really be
very helpful for us in striking out in a more creative wa , but
rathe~ - sitting in the States waiting for the other shoe to
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drop, and we are, therefore, taking a much more conservative ap-
proach in managing this program than we would like to.

I want to say a word on title II-A generally, if I may. I think . e
are settling in. The rate of spendir.g from my observations contin-
ues to improve, and there is evidence of a growing understanding

. of what constitutes good performance. Even in those areas that are
most troublesome to us, service to youth and older workers, I think
there is evidence of some increasing creativity there. In my State,
we are attempting to drive our system toward long-term training,

q up-front remediation efforts, customized training, and an increased
understanding of the labor market situations locally.

I think overall I would say that we as States, as managers, are
growing up. Now, I want to turn to title III, because this is a situa-
tion that concerns, I know, all of us greatly.

From our perspective as States, it is really the first Federal em-
ployment and training policy to address major aspects of worker
adjustment. Those entering the work force can expect three or four
changes in occupation during their working years, and title III is
really our first opportunity to test approaches to or methods of
maintaining a viable work force as technology changes.

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I am appalled at the proposed cuts. This
past program year Ohio had $13.6 million of title III money under
contract, totally under contract, every dollar available. During this
present program year, beginning July 1 of an allocation of $11.2
million; $7.2 million is already being contracted " ‘aving us in Ohio
with only $4 million to address over the next 9 months the continu-
ing plant closing and layoff problems.

If proposed budget cuts are enacted, Ohio will only have slightly
more than $5 millicn available for an entire year beginning July 1,
1986, in a State with continuing high u."employment. I don’t agree
with my friends from the Department of Labor. The solution for
Ohio cannot wait for the 1987 budget.

The situation that we are facing with the proposed title IIT cuts
for 1986 will represent for us in Ohio a 62-percent reduction in that
program year operating level from that level we had in program
year 1984. Some of the preliminary figures from the National Gov-
ernors’ Association indicate similar information from four of my
sister States, in particular in which this committee, I think, would
have an interest.

California will look at a 50-percent reduction, Montana 55, Illi-

- nois 65, Wisconsin 68. I think ia conclusion what I would like to
say about the program as a whole is that States will continue to
assume responsibility and to accept accountability for the integrity
of the system.

We take very seriously our partnership responsibility and we
value the role of our Federal partner, and we do thank you for this
opportunity to speak with you today.

[The prepared statement of Joan Hammond follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JoAN HAMMOND, DEPUTY ADMINISTRAIOR oF THE OHIO
BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

INTRODUCTION

Good morning my name is Joan Hammond. As Deputy Administrator of the
Bureau of Employment Services for the state of Ohio, I am pleased to have the op-
portunity this morning to testify on behalf of the National Governors’ Association -
concerning the role of the federal government in the implementation of the Jobs
Training Partnership Act. My remarks will address the following majo~ issues:

The need for a greater federa) presence in developing a mor. effictive and
efficient system to collect national data reeded by both federal and state policy
makers and managers; '

The need for a greater federal role in rusearch and evaluation

Tke need for a greater federal role in technical assistance and information
dissemination

The need for 4 more aggressive policy leadership and initative by the federal
Department of Labor to improve ~oordination among federally funded programs

The need for restructing audit and compliance review to preserve the flexibil-
ity provided under the statute and earlier DOL guidance to the states

Before I do 80, however, it is important to emphasize the continuing suport of the
states for the basic concept and structure of the JTPA. By all accounts the JTPA is
off to a resounding start. The governors and states have assumed ownership for the
system recognizing JTPA‘s importance as a key program and policy tool for address-
ing the economic needs of this country. Local service delivery and state systems are
in place with the support of viable public/private partnerships at both leveis. From
the state point of view implementation of Job Training Partnership Act takes on
particular importance as a prototype for other federal programs.

Second, I want to note that we are most encouraged by the breath of fresh air
that has swept through the Department since the recent appointment of Secretary
Brock and the announcement of the pending confirmation of Assistant Secretary Se-
merad Both men have demonstrated knowledge of an sensitivity to the issues faced
by the employment and training system. Given the change in atmosphere within
the Department, it makes little sense to dwell on weaknesses and instances in
which the Department might have acted differently. Rather I will suggest areas in
which a strengthened Department of Labor can provide much needed support and
encouragement for the fledgling JTP:. system.

THE FEDERAL ROLE IN DATA COLLECTION

The effective operation and oversight of the JTPA requires that all levels of gov-
ernment have basic information on program operations on a consistent and timely
basis The lack of such information can have serious effects on the future of the pro-
gram as we h ve seen in the case of recent decisiuns regarding funding levels for
the Title IIT program

We have been strong supporters of the concept of reducing the federal reporting
burden recognizing that overly detaileC federal reports can unnecessarily overbur-
den the intergovernmental system lL.oreover, we strongly support the DOL’s overali
approach of tying reporting to accourtability.

owever, too limited a federal role can actually minimize the usefulness of the
data that 18 collected and may lead to a prolifera.ion of uncoordinated data collec-
tion activities by both federal and state governments. The lack of sufficient stand-
ardization in definitions makes it difficult for state or federal policy makers to make -
effective comparisons amon% the states or to provide a meaniﬁful picture of the
accomplishments of the JTPA program on a national leve!. The lack of federal
guidelines and the fear of subsequent audits and compliance reviews Lave forced
some states to substantially broaden their own reporting requirements in order to
provide some degree of protection from possible adverse federal action at some
future time.

The paradox which confronts us is that despite the paucity of consistent informa-
tion at the national level, the reporting burden at the local level probably has it
been substantially altered. In fact, the Department, through its compliance review
process has caused some states to impose even further reporting and record kees(i’:g
requirements than originally anticipated. Also, because federal definitions are b
and sketchy states have had to define a host of terms which have a plication in all
programs. Together, these factors have been the source of some &ction between
state and local actors within the system.
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Two years age, NGA and other interested national groupe testified before the
House rations Subcommittee in support of more timely and extensive federal re-
rting on participant characteristics, program services and outcomes. We still be-
ieve that those recommendations are sound even though the Department of Labor
and the Office of Management and Budget did not choose to follow those recommen-

dations
While NGA and other organizations have attempted to fill the gap by helping
v states help each other in developing definitions, financial management and perform-

ance standards systems, and neporfinﬁfand management information systems, it
seems increasingly clear that these self help activities are not enough. They can
make the system better, but they can not assure the level of consistency of data
needed for national oversight or folicy making purposes.

4 For these reasons, NGA would again like to recommend that the Department re-
examine its role and consider actions which would:

Increase the frequency of federal reporting, provide for more depth of infor-
mation and establish a limited number of standard definitions that would en-
hance the comparability of data included in individual state mporﬁngmsymms.

Inconsistent and ineomﬂlebe information impedes information sharing be-
tween states and limits the validity of the performance data. The inability
tc manipulate data adequately for analytical purposes because of the limi-
tations in the data collected limits the utility of the data for management
and other purposes. For instance Lecause of lack of adequate information
on attainment of youth employment competencies, it has not been posesible
to include this factor in the national regression model. States have there-
fore had difficulty in adjusting performance standards to take youth em-
ployment competencies into account. Further, untimely data reduces the
ability for informed management decision making to correct inefficiencies
and improve performance.

Assure that state flexibility in other definitions is not compromised by future
DOL action in compliance reviews that tend to establish ex post facto defini-
tions and requirements

It is important that the Department guard against back door policy
making, second guessing and intrusion ugon state and local decision
making. The Department’s ’prweu of compliance reviews presents such a
threat. To date a number of state interpretations of terms have been ques-
tioned despite the fact that the Department had previously declined to pro-
vide guidance in such areas.

Reduce the need for ad hoc data collection where such information might
more effectively be collected through a more efficient system of continuing re-
ports

One of the consequences cof having only a skeleton federal reporting
system is the benden% to resort to ad hoc data collection efforts to obtain
needed information. Within the broad federal guidance given, states and
SDAs have organized their data systems in many different wa reﬁudmg
definitions, time frames and reports. This has made it dlfﬁcuﬁB and some-
times impossible to access consistent data for special studies. While the ad
hoc data collection network which includes GAO, NGA, and other national
organization has served a useful national purpose, our efforts have placed
an additional burden on the system. For instance we have just completed
data analysis on Title III expenditures using more di ted data than
is available through the Department of Labor. We are currently seek-
ing information on the participants, types of service provided and the out-

- come achieved under the 3% and 8% set-aside Iﬁrograms In the past we
have done special studies on aspects of Title progiams, performance
standards and 6% activities.

The Department, too, has resorted to ad hoc data collection methods as a
means of finding out what is happening within the system. A cursory

’ review of DOL compliance review monitoring guides suggests that consider-
ably more information than that needed for compliance monitoring is col-
lected during such reviews. Altho;;lgh ad hoc systems are often appropriate
for one time needs they are not efficient means of collecting data on a con-
tinuing basis.

Adopt the recommendations of the JTPA Performance Standards Advisory

5 Committee, including rapid action on recommendations for post-program per-
[ formance standards for the Title II-A program.

\

|

Over the several years as the employment and training system has
gained confidence and experience in the performance standard system, the

o TN gy
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great majority of that community has come to realize the importance of
looking at both the short and longer term outcomes of programs for pur-
poses of planning new services and assessing the effectiveness of existing
ones Youth competency systems have been established by PICs throughout
the country necessitating a more systzmatic inclusion of information from
such systems into the larger performance standards system.

We are particularly concerned that the Department accept the recom-
mendations of he JTPA Performance Standards Advisory Committee. We
urge the Department to move quickly on the inatter of instituting data col-
lection for post-program performance standards as specified in the statute
for JTPA Title II-A program since we believe that providing consistent
follow-Up information on the employment and earnings increases for JTPA
participants is powerful information for all levels of public policy makers
especially at the federal and state levels. We believe that post-program in-
formation can provide great credibility with state legislators, State Job
Training Coordinating Councils (SJTCC), and the private sector for employ-
ment and training programs and assist states significantiy in their efforts
to coordinate job training program with other state initiatives.

A recently completed survey by NGA indicated that twenty-eight states
(57% of ihose responding) have already implemented a follow-up system
which collects some of the information recoramended by the JTPA Perform-
ance Standards Advisory Committee. By the beginning of Program Year
(PY) ’86 fully 80% of the states which responded to our questionnaire plan
to kave operational systems. The question is no longer should follow-up be
done, how a consistent system can be achieved. We believe that the states,
their SDAs, as well as the Department, will benefit from a national a
proach to follow-up which allows DOL to establish national standards whire
providing the states with the ability to share comparable information and
work within the states in improving the quality of programming.

In supporting the recommendations of the DOL' Performance Standards
Adwvisory Committee, we make a plea that states ;jiven adequate flexibil-
1ty to support needed information collection efforts and to provide assist-
ance as necessary, not only after poor performance has been determined.
We hope the Department will assume a stronger leadership role in making
technical assistance available to ensure meaningful follow-up systems, and
other aspects of the performance standards system. NGA has provided
(fexpert assistance to the states in the past and stands ready to do 8o in the
uture

RESEAR™Y, DEVFLOPMENT AND EVALUATION

Another traditional role of the federal government has been to look to the future
regarding emerging issues and labor market trends, to experiment with new ideas,
and to find better ways of doing things so that those in the field can benefit from
the knowledge gained. Under JTPA, research, development and evaluation activities
have been severely cut back and the responsible office within DOL greatly reduced
1 capacity. We strongly urge that the DOL renew its own commitment to research
and evaulation and its support for appropriate state and private activities as well.

The Department of Labor needs ‘o undertake selective research, demonstration
and dissemination activities with the objective of program improvement. In so doing
emphasis should be placed on the practical application of past research findings.

Although the success of JTPA and its management and service delivery methods
is already being celebrated, we need to take time to learn more about the full im%i-
cations of the approaches used. Many new things are being tried within JTPA. We
know little about performance-based contracting. We know little about the relative
effectiveness of rapid response teams, out-placement service and various techniques
being used under Title III to work with disclosed workers. Although we have
learned a great deal about how to measure performance, we are not very sophisti-
cated in knowing how to diagnose the reasons for poor performance or how to im-
prove performance where it lags. We still have much to learn regarding the meas-
urement of reduction in welfare dependency. We need to learn how to better utilize
available resources to serve the needs of target populations.

More work is needed in identifying early warning indicators that help states an-
ticipate plant closing and worker layoffs. Assistance is also rcaded to help those at
the state and local level make better use of other available labor market informa-
tion in planning and managing programs.
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A susta’ned program of research and evaluation provides the kind of feedback to
the system on what works and what doesn’t that is needed for program and man-
agement improvement Although the states and localities can, and are, engaged in
research activities to answer some of these questions, a broader national perspective
that looks across states and local delivery systems is needed. National level studies
are needed to evaluate the net impact of program services on clients.

TECHNICAL ASS8.STANCE AND DISSEMINATION

The JTPA system is as strong as the qual%y of its staff. In the past staff develop-
ment has never been successfully initiated. We urge the Department to inprove the
management capability at the state level through more active technical assistance
in a variety of policy areas. Further, the Department should assist the states in
strengthening their capacity to provide assistance to those at the local ievel. This
will require that DOL give the states the necessary flexibility to use exie'ng re-
sources for enhancing the capacity of the system. Such flexibility is particul.-y im-
portant for small states with limited administrative resources.

Information dissemination is critical. While DOL has neglected this Congression-
ally mandated function, some states have step in to fill the gap by establishing
statewide information networks. These state efforts, however, have been hampered
by lack of access to information that could, and should, be made available. Federal
support is crucial in this area.

Beyond program information current technology also makes its possible for DOL
to provide states with direct access to information from other systems such as unem-
ployment insurance that can be used for evaulation purposes.

POLICY LEADERSHIP AND COORDINATION

The JTPA delivery system is remarkably responsive to national leadership. Un-
fortunately, to date, DOL’s singular policy emphasis on placement, cost and welfare
reduction at the expense of longer term training and ic skill remediation has
been contrary to what we have learned from previous research about what makes a
difference in the lives of the target populations. Increased technical assistance to
states and localities would enhance the implementation of previousl{ identified good
program practices and other innovations that have proven successful.

Federal leadership is also needed in promoting coordination between JTPA and
other systems to bring about greater coherence in delivery systems and increase
what can be accomplished for client: within existing resources. Perhaps the most
critical immediate need for national lradership exists in carrying out the Congres-
sional mandate for increased coordination between employment and training and
vocational education programs supported through the Carl Perkins Act. Little, if
any, coordination between the Departments of Labor and Education has been evi-
dent to date. Increased federal interagency coordination and support is also needed
related to economic development and employment and training linkages. Internally,
within the Department, better communication and coordination between Employ-
ment Service and JTPA activities i8 desirable in technical areas such as labor
market information and testing, and more broadly in the policy direction given both
systems.

COMPLIANCE REVIEWS, FEDERAL AUDITS AND ENFORCEMENT

As indicated, the Administration’s policy of implementing JTPA as a block grant
left many administrative and program decisions to state and local discretion. There
is great uneasiness within the system that the Empic_ment and Training Adminis-
tration’s active program of compliance reviews and the Office of the Ins r Gen-
eral’s involvement in a wide variety of special studies has begun to erode the origi-
nal division of responsibilities between the states and the federal government. Early
ingécations are that unreasonable challenges to the state’s authority are being
made.

The uncertainty regarding where compliance monitoring and special studies will
lead relative to federal audits has led to a situation where states and localities
manage by fear of audit exception rather than by common sense and reasonable
management practices. The kind of fresh creativity and private sector risk taking
which Congress hoped to instill in JTPA is in threat of being stifled at the very time
when the system is in a position to benefit from the new organizational relation-
shipe divelo during the transition period. The fact that 6% incentive funds are
not repo separately from the basic Title I funds further aggravates this situa-
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We would urge the Congress to more actively examine this issue and we would
urge the Department to restructure the audit and compliance process to preserve
the flexibility which 1s so critical to program succes-

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we believe that the basic concepts incorporated in the JTPA pro-
gram have proven successful. We strongly support the jncreased flexibility and re-
sponsibilities given to the states and to their local government and private sector
partners We are convinced that the decision to limit the role of the federal govern-
ment was indeed a wise one. However, we are also convinced that the role for the
federal government which was envisioned in the statute must receive additional at-
tention from the Department of Labor. Such a role can protect state and local flexi-
bility and will actually enhance the overall effectiveness of the program.

We recognize and appreciate the supportive role taken by the Congress and this
Committee and we urge the Congress to continue its encouragement for an effective,
but restrained federal role. V'e appreciate the new openness in the Department of
Labor and we look forward to working with Secretary Brock and Assistant Secre-
tary Semerad in developing and defining a new and more supportive role for the
Department of Labor.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Ms. Hammond. The Chair recognizes
Donald Singer.

STATEMENT OF DONALD R. SINGER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION OF COUNTY TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT PROFES-
SIONALS ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
COUNTIES

Mr. SINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify on the implementation of the Job Training Partnership Act.
I am Donald Singer, president of the National Association of
County Training and Employment Professionals, which is an affiliate
of the National Association of Ccunties.

The affiliate works through NACO in representing the interests
of county employment administrators across the Nation. I am
pleased to be here today to share with you some of the concerns we
have about the JTPA system.

First, I would like to point out that we welcomn the opportunity
to work with Secretary Brock, and the new Acting Secretary for
Employment and Training, Roger Semerad. We believe that their
previous experience has adequately prepared them to take on the
challenge for leadership in the Labor Department. Both men have
demonstrated a keen sensitivity to the skills needs of the economi-
cally disadvantaged and the employment needs in the private
sector. These qualities are essential for good leadership.

At the start of JTPA implementation, we had an image problem
to overcome. Negative publicity associated with the previous pro-
gram placed a high demand on JTPA to produce positive results
quickly. Consequently, many service delivery areas felt pressured
to go with short term low cost programs which in some instances
do not address the problems of those who are most in need, the
problems in certain regions of the country and the rural communi-
ty and the basic training needs of a labor forces which is shifting
from an industrial to a service-based economy.

The private sector and the elected officials have invested very
heavily in JTPA and established high expectations for program
outcomes. We believe we are on the right track and look forward to
the future with great optimism.

Vo
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Mr. Chairman, we believe the last 2 years of JTPA implemen.a-
tion have been successfil by many standards. The business and
Government partnership is working well, and we are serving the
needy population, placirg more people in jobs snd hclding down
che costs for training and administrative services. However, there
are several areas in which adjustments could be made to fine tune
and improve the JTPA system.

Stability in funding is perhaps the cF ‘ef concern among county
employment administrators. The current distribution formula for
title 1x causes significant fluctuations in local funding from one
year to the next. Two-thirds of the fund go out to local areas on the
basis of the unzmployment rate. Consequently, as unemployment
changes in a local area, funding may change drastically. In a
recent NACO survey of title II-A funding, we d’ ‘covered that 302,
that is 52 perceat of 580 service delivery areas, suffered a cut in
funds between program years 1984 and 1985 despite the fact that
national funding romained constant.

Focusing on the extreme end of the survey, several counties re-
ceived cuts greater than 50 percent. For example, Davidson
County, NC was cut by 62 percent. Morris Coun.y, NJ was cut by
66 percent, and Hillsborough CHunty, NH ws cut by 73 percent.
Hillsborough County’s allocation went from a $1.2 million program
in 1984 to $314,000 in 1985.

Mr. Chairman, I believe you will agree that extreme fluctuations
such as these w:ll severeiy disrupt services and damage the credi-
bility of local programs. Snme level of stability in JTPA funding is
essential for insuring the success of the program. Without this as-
surance, it would be pointless and futile to continue the practice of
developing 2-year plans as called for in the act. Moreover, we will
lose credibility with our clients who depend on us for services and
our subcontractors -vho we '.epend ~n for the provision of those
services and the private sector employers who depend on us for
skilled workers.

I would stronglz recommend that chai.ges he 1nade 1n the distri-
bution formula that would assure local service delivery areas at
least 90 percent of their previous year’s funding level. This would
provide the stability in funding needed to assure some level of con-
sisteicy at the local level from year .c ;ear. The act provide 90
percent hold-harmless funding for States, and we believe the same
should apply to the Jocal SDA’s,

Mr. Chairman, we are very disturbed by the recent cuts in JTPA
approved in the House and the Senate appropriations bills for 1986.
Both Chambers approved deep cuts in the summer youth title II-B
and dislocated worker title IlI programs. The Senate’s bill would
redvce the summer youth prc~ram by $100 riillion in 1986 and
$160 million in 1987. The House %ill would fund the summer youth

rogram at its curvent level, $820 millior next ye.r, and .ut it by
§100 million in 1987. Both Chambers have approved a $123 million
reduction for the dislozated worker program for next year, and the
reason cited for these cuts iz huge amounts of unur :d funds.

We believe these cuts will send a negative message to the SDA’s.
The message is this, that all unused funds will be recouped if the
are not spent within the program year they are allocat«d regard-
less of obligations on a 2-year plan.
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This message will encourage auick spending cnd not prudent
management as called for by t 2 act. The act requires a 2-y(ir
plan and allows service delivery arcas 3 years to spend their
annual allocation. As mentioned earlier, the success of JTPA
hinges ou .he stability in the funding level.

With respect to the role of the Department of Laber in the imple- .
mentation of JTPA, we believe there should be gr_ater guidance
and technical assistance to .ne States and SDA’s. While we appre-
ciate the greater flexibility provided under the JTPA system, Fed-
eral guidance is necessary to insure adequate financial systems and ,
uniform reporting capability for national reports.

At present, States and SDA’s are very conce~ A "ecause there
has been little or no guidance with respect to au. . As a result,
many States have imposed stringent reporting requirements trying
to anticipate what the Office of the Inspector General and the Gov-
ernment Accounting Officz will expect. Clear and concise audit
guidelines should be developed at once. State and service delivery
areas should know in advance what will be expected of them so
they may avoid audit eaceptions.

Many questions have ar.sen regarding the interpretation of stat-
ute and overall service delivery area opcrations. As  ch fledgling
service area turned to their State for guidance on var. Jus technical
issues, many States had to turn to the Department of Labor for
gui}tliance. The reply was read the law and do what you think is
right.

For example, one of the major issues for the service delivery area
has been reluctance of the Department of Labor to coastructively
resolve the issue of administrative cost pooling. As a result, we are
cften required to past one simple phone bill to 12 separate accounts
wh'elz‘rA posting to one account would have been sufficient under
CETA.

Also, in the ahsence of national audit guides, a misinterpratation
ot allowable costs alone could lead to many audit exception, and
too often this approach has led to many different interpretations of
the act as wel! as wasted time and energy.

The Departr.ent of Labor must provide leadership in the area of
national tecnnical assistance. Each State and service delivery area
must now rely upon scarce resources to develop technical assist-
ance programs both on an interstate and intrastate basis. We rec-
ommend that technical assistance initiatives undertaken by the De-
partment of Labor Le expanded and supported. We also believe
that the Departinent of Labor should take on a greater role in de “
fining what constitutes enrollment, termination, placement and
other reporting standards.

The definition for these standards may vary from State to State
which make it impossible to generate uniform national reports
without Federal coordination. For example, termination in one
State may occur when a client completes a training program. In
another State, clients may be kept in a holding status for several
weeks upo~ the completion of training.

To geneiate national reports, there must be uniform definitions
and Federal coordination. We also need *» develop national per-
formance standards on postprogram ir . :ts of both adult and
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youth programs. Such measures must be cost effective to use and
must recognize quality outcomes.

Another problem that we face is the 40 percent spending require-
ment for youth. We believe this is an unrealistic requirement since
youth populations vary drastically from one area to the next. Fur-
thermore. since youth training is usuvally less costly than adult
training, service delivery areas must train significantly more youth
than adults to achieve the spending requirements.

This is very unrealistic, especially in areas where there are smal}
youth populations, and their requirements should apply to the
number of participants and not the expenditure of funds.

An addit’ '‘nal problem in the youtl area is youth competencies.
Although e ployment competencies approved by the Private In-
dustry Council ure specifically listed as a positive viutcome for
youth in the act, the Office of Management and Budget does not
allov the Department to include them as separate items on Feder-
al reports or to count them explicitly as a positive terminaticn in
Federal performance standards. The competencies are generaliy
broken out as: One, basic education skills; pree'npioyment skills;
work maturity skills; or, occupational skills.

Youth employment competencies represent the program out-
comes that promise the greatest long-term impact on youths’ em-
ployment and earnings. Moreover, 44 States cu sering 95 percent of
the service delivery areas already require that competencies be re-
ported to the State level if a competency system has been devel-
oped locally. The States then reaggregate that data in preparing
Federal reports. We support the addition of the youth employment
competencies as a scparate reporting it>m and that they be buiit
intc *he national performance standards for positive terminations.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify on issues
related ¢ JTPA. Congress can do much to see that JTPA succeeds,
and it should at a minimum protect it and provide it the stability
that it needs to flourish. To say that we have a partnershi» in the
priority of expenditure at the local level is not enough. It cannct be
pactnership in low concerns and held hostage to vagrant issues. It
must be a partnership that is making the most of State and local
resources and potentials. At this time, I would be happy to answer
ﬁny questions you or other members of the subcommittee may

ave,

Mr. MarTINEz. Thank you. I was taken back by the statement,
read the law and do what you think is right. Now if we can get
that recorded in some way, then I would imagine what that insinu-
ates is that you are held harmless for anything you do, wouldn’t
you?

Mr. SiNGeR. Mr. Chairman, could you repeat that?

Mr. MarTINEZ. The statement that you made earlier that in re-
sponse to looking for guidance from the Department of Labor, the
statement was returned to you, read the law and do 'what you
think is right. Isn’t that what you said?

Mr. SINGER. Yes, sir.

Mr. MarTinNEez. Well, if the industrial council or Governor or PIC
president got that response, wouldn’t you then ask them to docu-
ment thar? I am really offended by that kind of an answer. It is a
snide answer to begin with, and wculdn’t you be akle to turn it
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around and say, all right, if you mak that statement now, if you
give us the perogative to do what we think is right after reading
the law, that then we are hcld harmless later if you decide what
we did was not right?

Mr. SINGER. Yes, sir, but that is not the case. Obviously it is not
the case.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Maybe somewhere we can get them at a hearing.
If that statement had been heard earlier, maybe the next hearing
we have we can get someone fiom the Department of Labor to ad-
dress that statement, and we can get it on record, that vou are
goirg to hold these peo};;le harmless. It comes through over and
over again that what the State and local people are concenned
about *- ig if we don’t do this thing exactly riﬁht, then we are going
te be held accountable for fiinds expended that they claim we did
not expend in the proper manner, and o as a result, we are going
to have tn do everything we cau now to protect ourselves, and that
results in more concentration on the paperwor. and reporting than
on actually working the program to its success.

Mr. SINGEz. May I comment on that?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, please.

Mr. SINGER. It is our understanding that most of ti:e Goveriors
throughout the Nation, the mest extensive experience they have in
employment and t.aining is operating balance of State C%)TA pro-
grams. Now one of the major issues then, of course, is some of the
repercussions that were realized under the CETA balance of State
issues.

Therefore, with regard to the State staff and my good friend,
Joan Hammond notwithstanding, their responsibility is to protect
that Governor. Therefore, with that experience in mind and the
relative shallow experience with regard to JTPA we all suffer, re-
quired layers and layers of paperwork to be placed both at the local
and State level.

Now, comments were heard earlier that also my friend, Mr.
Jones, had mentioned that the paperwork possibly at the Federal
level is not that significant, but may I emphasize that the local
level is being choked. In fact, we are incurring more and more re-
quirements to cover ourselves and to make sure that each expendi-
ture for example is well documen‘ed, et cetera, than we ever in-
curred under CETA.

Mr. MarTINEZ. | think what we have to do is really somehow get
across to Mr. Jun:s and the people at the Department of Labor of
the real existence of this, not the imaginary existence of this, but
the real existence of this at the local level and make them realize.
Yov know, he made a statement that to wait until the reports
came in, thren we would establish policy, and if you were here, you
will remember [ said that is post policy, and that does not alleviate
any of the real fears that exist or eliminate any of the paperwork
that is being done because of those fears.

1 would suggest that maybe the Governors ought to get together
and make them realize that where they hang their hat on the fact
that this is a partnership between Federal Ggovemment and States
and a partnershi{) between industry and Government that a part-
nership really only exists on the mutual trust and respect for each
other in regard to the problems that they encounter.
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In that regard, I would ask, being from the Governor’s office and
being fully aware, because I think your testimcny indicated that
you are completely aware of the problems and situations that exist
in this, and we say, of course, that the Governars do have much of
the authority in this program, is there some way that Governor Ce-
leste could alleviate some of the fears? Since the State is held
harmless and the Governor has some flexibility in what he is going
to hold the locals accountable for, can’t the Governor issue some,
with a directive to the Labor Department that Le is going to do it,
relieve some of the fears and anxieties of the local neople?

Ms. Hammonb. The National Governors’ Association and certain-
ly Governor Celeste and individual Governors have been in discus-
sione with the Department of Labor over time on these issues, be-
cause we are all conscious, for instan ia Ohio, when we took
office, we were facing $108 million of CETA disallowed costs. We
are very conscious of the liability of the State general fund should
we nt administer this program in an appropriate manner.

One of the problems that we are finding is that while Mr. Jones
and the employment and training division is very sympathetic and
understanding, on the other head, the Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral is also out across the country visiting our States and our
SDA’s, taking a look at what is going on and tending to question
after the fact, not only policy decisions that have been made by
Governors, but even in the areas in which purposefully we have
given private industry councils and their local elected official part-
ners some latitude.

I think it is a problem for the Department to make sure they are
speaking of one voice, and that the different areas that deal with
us directly from OIG and the Office of Civil Righte and so forth are
somehow unified in principle behind what we all hope this pro-
gram will ultimately accomplish.

Certainly Governor Celeste heading the Employm~nt and Train-
ing Committee for NGA will continue to take leadership in this
arena, and would have liked to have been here today and would
certainly promise to work with you, Mr. Chairman, and your com-
mittee.

Mr. MarTiNEz. Thank you. Let me ask you one last question
before I turn to Mr. Hayes. Brock said that the program levels
would not suffer because of that loss of $123 million to the title III,
55 percent as it has been estimated to be of program funding.

I am not too sure myself that he is accurate, because there is a
greater concern that 1 have, that as they audit the amounts of
money that are available, or that they claim will be available to
shift to this program that they are really accurately b.ing able to
determine the difference between obligated monies and expendi-
tures. Would you comment on that?

I understand your State did a study on that very question, did
they not?

Ms. Hammonp. We clearly have immediately moved any time
funding has become available to put that money under title Il
under contract, also with the caveat that we nee!ed the flexibility
a~d that was the purpose for title IIl. Governors needed the flexi-
bility to move on when plants closed, there was business retrench-
ment, there were emergencies within a State. The Department of
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Labor is not looking at the dollars we in the States have under con-
tract under legal binding contracts. They are only looking at the
dollar drawdown. Now the program, I think because Governors
we: .houghtful in the way in which they moved with their local
partners to implement the program, did move slowly in those early
days. and yet the carryover myth which is becoming ve:y quickly a
myth, exactly that, will not be the situation going into the next
program year.

We in Ohio will not have any title III carry-in in the sense that
we will have programs operating, all that money promised, and we
still will have a line waiting for new funding, and people needing
more money. We have 24,000 steelworkers dislocated today in our
State and plants going down around continually.

So I find it really ludicrous when I am told that the level of serv-
ice is not going to be affected.

Mr. MarTINEz Would you like to comment on that, Mr. Tyner,
from the city’s perspective?

Mr. TynEr. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would. I think it is extremely
important to note that in any plant closing arrangement under
title III, there is a long, drawn-out negotiation process. In Mary¢
land and in other areas that our subcommittee has ple from,
New York, Chicago, Detroit, even Silverbew, Butte, Mel?,oyou have
cases where that long process of negotiation with a plant owner,
with a local jurisdiction, whether it be a munici ality, a county, a
township, and with the State level, takes quite a Eit of time.

The good faith effort that is made to put a package together to
either keep an industry there or provide for that retrenchment
training cannot be obligated specifically or expended specaically on
a convenient fiscal year to the Federal auditors. It just cannot be
done. Flexibility needs to be Jeft at the local level in order to suc-
cessfully carry out those programs. We take particular umbrage at
the fact that at the end of a fiscal year, any unused funds ought to
be returned directly to treasury.

I think whether you are talking title IIB or whatever you are
talking in the program, you are addressing a problem from various
different angles. 1 think the local level, the SlgA’s, the State, or the
PIC, should have that authority to move those moneys around as
long as it is a step that is working on the specific problem which is
to eliminate unemployment and to retrain people.

Mr. MARrTINEZ. I would like to get each of you on the record as to
what is the solution you would recommend, and we will start with
you, Joan. '

Ms. HaMMo?D. Solution to which of the problems we are facing?

Mr. MarTINEz. The allocation of funds, the determination that
those funds are already encumbered becau ¢ they are part of a con-
tract. How do we convince the Department of Labor that they are
ixot ?counting it right? What is the solution to that auditing prob-

em?’

Ms. HamMmonD. Well, my experience has been with the Depart-
ment of Labor that I guess it is the Chinese water torture treat-
ment that works the best. I just think we keep saying it over and
over and over again. We have a respuusibility in the States, as our
local folks do, of showing that we are indeed spending these dollars
or quality training that will lead people toward long-term employ-
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ment and economic mobility, and I think if we as States and locals
band together and operate programs in a manner that will achieve
these results, and will continue to show that we are tackling this
problem of unemployment and the need for economic development
as a nation, that our message will eventually get through.

. Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Tyner.

Mr. Tyngr. Mr. Chairman, I think that it can certainly be han-
dled on an administrative basis. I think as my colleague has point-
ed out, it needs to be constantly pointed out to DOL that there is

. this particular thing. I aia, by profession, a budget analyst. It is
very easy administratively to change the categorizations of how
those funds are counted for purposes of JTPA accounting. It is
done in many grant programs a1d maty block grant programs that
this Federal Government suppor*s. I won't go into the level of sup-
port, but the procedure is there. There is no reason professionally
speaking why it cannot also be «one with this program. It would
help the Federal Jevel, the State 1:vel and the SDA’s and the PIC’s.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Singer.

Mr. SinGgEr. I would concur th it when the States and the locals
and the Department of Labor g2t together, we have to come up
with some solutions to moving t}ese funds, to addressing the areas
of specific need and having the flexibility at the local level, and I
cannot emphasize this enough. The counties and the private indus-
try councils are grasping at ecor.omic development opportunities,
and when they can have the leverage, and the flexibility with
JTPA to coordinate those efforts, and we have dbne that very well
in the State of Ohio, and we are very proud of the coordination ef-
forts that we have there, that when this type of flexibility occurs,
we can maximize the funds to leverage the opportunity for the un-
employed.

Otherwise, if we are going to be held in these straitjackets, these
funding straitjackets, it inhibits the flexibility, discourages private
industry councils from being heavily involved in economic develor—
ment, and tends to make JTPA a secondary source when it could
v}(:,ry well be a primary source for the economic developmeit
thrust.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you. Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think all three wit-
nesses have been quite clear in their testimony in saying in effect
that we got problems in the area of JTPA. There is no question
about it.

I was just interested and concerned, particularly in your testimo-
ny, Mr. Tyner, you said, Mr Chairman, our figures don’t lie, and
clearly telling us that local officials do not think that the Federal
Government is doing a good job on JTPA.

In abolishing CETA and creating JTPA, both the administration
and Congress clearly intended that the baton of decisionmaking be
passed on to State governments, which had little experience on
prep ration for the new role and responsibility under JTPA.

That baton was passed, however, with no one willing or responsi-
ble to coach States and locals in the proper manner in which it
should be carried on from that point on.

Now you suggest there are several remedies for this and one that
really I just want you maybe to embellish on a little, since time
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won’t permit me to go into all your remedies, but you suggested
one that if you would just give me a little more information on.
You suggested a change in the formula used in determining JTPA
allocations from a two-thirds unemployment rate, one-third poverty
rate formula to an equally weighted formula of unemployment and
poverty measures.

This change would be more equitable in addressing the high
pockets of joblessness chiefly among the urban poor which persist,
even when overall unemployment levels are relatively low. Can
you comment?

Mr. TyNER. Mr. Hayes, I will give you a specific example.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Tyner, before you answer that, I am going to
ask Mr. Hayes to assume the chair. I have got to be at another spot
about 5 minutes and it will take me about 5 minutes to get there.

Mr. Haves. Go ahead.

Mr. TyNER. Mr. Chairman, I will provide for the record some spe-
cifics for you, but let me just say a cz:gggie of points. In our survey,
57 percent of our urban cities repo pockets of unemployrment
over 10 percent in various areas even though the overall unemploy-
ment rate for them perhaps was not that high. I specifically will
give you an example of Montgomery Countv, MD, where Rockville
is the county seat. Montgomery County is delighted that we have a
very low unemployment rate; however, we do have within the city
and within certain areas of the county upward of 15 to 20 percent
unemployment in Hispanic and black areas.

When you have a formula that deals directly with uremploy-
ment rates or primarily with unemployment rates, that tends to
obscure the fact that even in the mo.t wealthiest counties and in
those areas that have relatively low compared to a national level of
unemployment, you still have a great need that JTPA can help
with. That is why we are specifically asking you to change that for-
mula, because that way, it is a little more equitable throughout the
country, and you can deal with the basic problem which is really a
problem of poverty and unemployment.

Mr. Haves. Ms. Hammond, do you share the opinion that a
change in formula might help?

Ms. HaMMoND. 1 think at some point we have to iake a look at
that formula, because it is presenting a problem. There isn’t any
question about it. That formula, however, is tremendously compli-
cated, and in its development, a lot of time was spent debating a
lot of issues, so I think we need to be very c.reful in opening up
that issue.

In my personal opinion, and 1 have no concensus of the other
States, but from our perspective in Ohio, if our Governor was able
to pass along the 90 percent hold harmless to the SDA’s as a tem-
porary stopgap solution while this whole issue of the formula itself
was reexamined, we would find that acceptable. But clearly, Bob
Jones is right when he says to just oversimplify the issue and go
straight to a 90 percent hold harmless would over time create other
kinds of problems that may drive the system in other directions
than those that we wish.

The I1‘)lroblem exists, clearly exists.

Mr. Haves. Mr. Singer?

el g, BESTUOPY AVAILABLY




59

Mr. SINGER. I would concur that we would have to be very, very
cautious in modifying any formula-based allocation process, but to
build on John'’s earlier comment with regard to pockets of unem-
ployment, we also have to consider the performance standard
aspect of this program.

. When, for example, an area with relatively low unemployment
receives their JTPA grant, performance standards are associated
with that grant. Now, you have to uncerstand that in areas where
there is high unemployment, aad commments about creaming and

L] taking the exceptionally well-qualified people as a priority may
exist, I have to draw your attention to those areas where there is
low unemployment and having to serve the very hard-to-serve indi-
vidual. The costs are considerably higher, and the potential for em-
ployment is considerably lower. Therefore, the cost associated with
driving that system relative ., performance standards is very criti-
i:al so the cost may be greater, yet the amount of funds may be
ess.

Mr. Haves. I want to thank each of you panelists for having pre-
sented us with excellent testimony, and I am sure as we continue
to study and grapple with this problem on a congressional level,
yourhtestimony will be taken into consideration. Thank you very
much.

Ms. HAMMoOND. Thank you.

Mr. TyNER. Thank you.

Mr. SinGeR. Thank you.

Mr. Haves. Panel No. 2 and the final panel, William H. Kolberg,
president of the National Alliance of Business, and Marsha Oliver,
chair, board of directors for the National Association of Private In-
dustry Councils, if you would come fcrward please.

I would like to advise each of the panelists that your testimony if
here in written form will be entered into the record in its entirety.
I left off two panelists, Mr. Jensen and Mr. Slobig, if you would
come forward too as a part of this panel, but your entire testimony,
if we have copies, will be entered into the record, and you may deal
in the interest of time with what you consider to be the high points
of your written testimony. We will begin with Mr. Kolberg.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. KOLBERG, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS

Mr. KoLBERG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. It is alwavs
a pleasure to appear before this committee. I admire the stamina of
the committee, and in that light, I want to make five brief points
and stand on the written testimony that, as you said, you have,

First off, Mr. Chairman, I feel a need to talk about the overall
- performance of this system. In our view, the private sector view,

the system has performed very well even in its early stages, and let
me underline that this is very early in building a national system.

The private sector is excited about this system. We think for the
first time we see glimmers of a system that begins to work. It's a
very large and complicated system. There are something like
18,000 volunteers serving on 600 private industry councils and
State councils. There are 25,000 te<l)ro essionals out there. So you are
talking about a large complicated national system.
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Two-thirds of the volunteers, something like 10,000 business
people serving as volunteers on private industry councils and State
councils, about two-thirds of them are from small business, so we
are not just talking about the major companies that founded the
National Alliance of Business and continue to serve on our board.
We are talking about the millions and millions of small businesses
and their representatives that are now very much engaged in this
system.

There were many before the law was passed and there are still
many that will allege that the private sector does not care about
this very crucial public problem. I think the record so far certainly
disproves that.

Mr. Chairman, I would associate myself with the way Secretary
Brock characterized the charge of creaming in this system. I resent
it also, as he does. I think the figures speak for themselves, and,
again, I would emphasize 40 percent of those served and Klaced are
on welfare roles It’s a little difficult ior us to conclude that people
on welfare somehow aren’t in need of service and somehow we are
creaming.

Forty-six percent of the people served in this system are minori-
ties, Mr. Chairman, and, again, I find it difficult to conclude with
those kinds of numbers that creaming is going on. The 70-percent

lacement rate, we think, is adequate. We would like to do even

tter, so with that, Mr. Chairman, I would make my first point. I
think the overall performance of this system is good. I would not
want to stand on the record of any given State. It’s a big country.
There are 50 States operating out there. One can always do better,
but it seems to me important to emphasize the positive. This glass
is better than half full and continues to get better over time.

Point No. 2, in relationship to the Federal Government role, 1
think Mr. Brock’s appearance this morning and what he said
speaks for itself. Certainly, Mr. Jones is one of the superb career
executives in the Federal Government. The new Assistant Secre-
tary designate, Mr. Semerad, is a friend of ours. I think those three
gentlemen and the leadership they will bring to the Labor Depart-
ment will cure whatever problems have been talked about this
morning.

I would underline one thing that Mr. Jones said, and I agree
wholeheartedly. The Federa! Government and the Labor Depart-
ment went out of their way to err on the side of giving maximum
flexibility and openness for the States and localities to build this
system. | think if you have to err, it was far better to err on the
side of the Federal Government getting out of the way and letting
the States, as they have, pick up in a very effective way rather
than continue the Federa oversight of micromanagement that has
characterized this program for a good part of its 20 years in exist-
ence.

Point No. 3, Mr. Chairman, on performance standards. It has
been said several times this morning that this program must
produce a sense of confidence in the American people that it works.
The way you do that is through meeting bottom-line requirements
called perfurmance standards, and as I said earlier, I think the per-
formance standards are being met. We are beginning to inspire
credibility amnng the doubters in ihe private sector that, in fact,
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this great social program can make a dent on the problems of un-
employment.

I think by and large the department has done a good iob in the
performance standards area. You heard this morning f.om them
and from many of the other witnesses the problems that are still
there, and there are problems. Certainly we need standardized defi-
nitions. We need to be able to cross check between States and be-
tween local areas, and I think the Department ought to move in
that direction.

You heard about the ne:d for employment competencies and
taking credit for that. Certainly that is an important thing that I
think again we will be workiniwith the Department to try to gg:h
them toward. You need to look at post progam data. It has been
said earlier this morning that short-term jobse are not what we are
after. Certainly not, but in order to put that kind of discipline in
the system, you need to collect the data.

In general, I would say that the Labor Departinent’s most impor-
tant responsibility is the gerformance standard responsibility.
That’s the way that we all, the Congress, the executive branch, the
private sector, the great gublic sector out there, that's the way
we're all going to know whether, in fact, this program works, and
without it, without it being published openly and often, we are not
going to have the ..’nd of bottom line we need.

Again related to creaming, at an average cost of $5,000, Mr.
Cheirman, there are some things that one cannot do. If you set the
average cost at $10,000, you would serve half as many pencgﬁe, and

ou would have more money to serve them. I think perso , and

think many of my colleafues would agree, that at an average cost
of about $5,000, some will come in less, some will come in more,
but that js putting it at about the right place for service when you
recognize, again as many witnesses have said, that we cannot begi
“}rlith the money we have {0 serve anything like the universe out
there.

So, again, it is a balancing problem. You make some short-term
placements of people that are almost ready, but they may be on
welfare, but you also spend $7,000, $8,000, $9,000 on those that are
not ready.

Point KJO. 4, I would just associate myself "vith a'l that has been
said this morning about cuts in title and summer youth. Our
board of directors and we hegve been working very hard over the
last 6 months to try to keep, try to convince the n%:esa to keep
level funding in this whole area. We continue to believe that is
very important.

I find it very ironic, Mr. Chairman, that at a time that Congress
comes back from the recess and with all the ﬁressure and public
attention on the trade':rH’oblem that the one flexible program on
the books, title III of A only 2 years old, that is the program
that the Congress in the last 2 weeks has picked ou* to cut 50 per-
cent.

The problem continues to be larf,e. The States are learning how
to do it better all the time, and it seems to me, and I would hope
that the Congress would reexamine, both the House and the Senate
would reexamine the cuts that each body has now made 1n the pro-
gram over the last several weeks.

LI




62

As far as summer youth is concerned, I think the history, Mr.
Chairman, as you probably know well is the Congress makes $100
to $150 million cut about this time of the year, and then they come
back in the middle of the summer and restore it. Let’s not make it.
Let’s just keep it at the same level as we have in the past, allow
the States and allow the cities the time to plan, the time to run
good programs. To make that appropriate in July is essentially
throwing money over the fence after the summer is halfway gone.

The last point, Mr. Chairman, on the problems of serving youth,
we would agree wholeheartedly that a lot more needs to be done in
this system to learn how to meet that 40 percent requirement and
to do positive things. Secretary Brock mentioned a letter that 10
organizations had sent to him recently. I won’t quote from that
letter or talk any more about it, but within that and with the work
that we and our sister crganizations have done, we believe that a
very much better job can be done starting basically with remedial
education and remediation in the schools.

We think that’s where it ought to start, and it would proceed
from there, and we think this system can do far bstter, and we
want to associate ourselves with all the other organizations rnd
now with the Secretary assuring you that we will work very hard
to do a much better job which I think is required in this system.
Those are the 5 points, Mr. Chairman.

I would conclude by saying we don’t believe the law needs any
change at this stage. Most of the things that have been pointed out
this morning can be taken care of by more sensitive, more respon-
sive leadership in the Labor Department. We think that sensitive,
responsible leadership is there. We think we have a Secretary and
now an administration that cares about this program, is supportive
of the program, that will work with all of us to take care of the
problems that are there. Again, thank you for the opportunity of
appearing before you.

[The s;atement of William H. Kolberg follows:]
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A Corcept Paper for
A Compretunuve Strategy foe Tramning and Techucad As.stance
for JTPA Youth Prozrams

Lest March, twelve national organizations including the National Alliance of Business, the
National Coramission for Employment Policy, the AFL-CIO's Human Resource Develop-
ment Institute, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the National Governors' Association, the
National Association of Counties, the National Assoc:ation of Private Industry Councils,
the National Cor.ference of State Legislatures, the Natonal Job Training Parmershig Inc.,
the National League of Cities, the National Youth Employment Coalition, and Jobs 'Warca
sponsored a symposium entitled "JTPA and Youtht Expanding the Opportunities.” The
sympcesium participants helped to identify the problems encountered while providing
services 1o youth in JTPA and to hightight information exchange and techmical assistance
strategios noedod 10 tmprove the effectivencss of youth programming under JTPA.

The consensus of these select state and Jocal practitioners was clear on the following five
points:

1. Basic skills remediation should be a fundamental component of any employability
development activity, including the summer work experience, tn order to prepare
our nation’s youth for increased skill demands of entry-level jobs.

2. ICPA rusources must be used as leverage with other funds (CDBG, Voc-Ed, ABE,

wIN, e1c.) to expand program desuign opportunities while integratung JTPA within

the br:ader human resource development system.

3. Acuvities to increase the skills of staff professonals must occur f programs
serving young people are to succeed.

[

Py

Increased public awareness and support for youth emplovability develop~ent must
be cultivatred thicugh a coordinated national and local market.ng campaign.

s. whue JTPA cannot sarve the universe of needy youth, a state and local policy
frar ework «ust be developad to help rationalize the resource allocation decisions,
in terms of both likely benefits and equsty.

T : same group of Symposium sponsors have continued to meet sinCe the March session to
whart a camprehensive strategy for both coordinating technical asustance and tra:mirg
and debivering them. (he organizations have outlined the scope of activiti3s and I9ntent
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feas &' ICR €O SE A LOMRr mersive pinkige for ma=133mant 2354 8% “Ce 27 the ‘eceral,
siite, oad leced bovels.  The balrnce of this plan /dl me ~piciaented by ave onal
organizations, Mt no pre .umptive delivercrs are delincated at thus ime. It does assume a
strong and direct role for the Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Departmnent
of Labor. The following « inponents were crafted as part of an overall framework that
.oild comprehensively addiess the techaical 2ssistance nuers of the job training system

n vouth s2rvices,

fhrough the symposiam  we recognize the need f{or an ongoing technical zssistance plan.
Thid ¢ vities £ prex ot A coheuve apzroach to meet the systems technical as.istance
do ads over ume.  Toguther these activities can respond to practitioner needs at
differing lavsls of respensidility. Some activities would address policy matters while

othurs addruss technical pregram issues,

Lobrres Py Cenlres 2 Donesrl” s fee the ', 08

Ve pr.pose to Ce-5ponsor, with the Labor Department and other Federal agencies, a major
mational conf rwrence during January, 1936, in Washington, D.2. This event would mark &
<ink-off of runewced public and private sector parmerships, as well as focus a national
ciscussion, on hciping youth make the schoo!-to-work transition and addressing employa-
Sihity deveiopment of school dropouts. It also would provide a staging ground and
demors ration arera for components of the longer-term training and technical assistance

slan,

The opjectives of tne conforence would include: Increased public awareness of the needs
of youth, parucularly the sconomicaily d sadvantaged; increased coordination among
“.evant vouth service ofgamizatiors, both public and priiate; polcy development aimed
at ‘ederal, siuase and local officials which encourages besic and occupational skils
deveiopment for vouth; and the sharing of !essons learned frum research, damonstrat.ons

and operational experience of ex.sung >regrams.

LS e § s

Auilding on the success of the NAPIC-sponsored Youth Forums 1n conjunction with NAB,
NGA and Brandeis University, 3 series of youth seminars is pianned. These seminars wil
2 hr et dattny opcane A oval of the J7PA svstan and will be kept small anough to

DTt i aun Lmpact on aitl, dous. Topics could address remsdiation, youtr
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c3 mpetsncies, pertormance standards, job access, ind o avadidiity. Traring ceams
will be drawn from appropriate organiZations ‘o prusent mricrial 0 the ncst ~ffoctive

fashion. it 1s anticipated ihat the seminar suries will cover several ez ors throughous the

country.
N 3. Muu-Brity  for SITCC and DIC Volrnte.rs
To compliment the seminar series for operational level staff, a series of mini-briefings
111 be deveioped for SITCC and PIC members. These sessions, scheduled separately, will
N & stort, yet hi hly focused dincussions on fumediation, youth competencies, performance

standards, access to jobs, 21d av* ability of jobs. The tone of these presentations will
vary with the audience and with the policy implications of various straregies, Trainers
will be selected from appropriate orgamizations and may include state and local volunteers
sho can provide i ctive tale mcdels. A nuaater of ming oriefings will be scneduled to

cover target grouns, conient ar. v, and regiens of the country.

4. On-Site Tecimcal Assi nee

While the aforemention . activities will p.= .de a significant 1mpact on improving the
delivery of services to youth, some state and local entues require customized on-site
teche cal asustance. This labor-intensive activity will be provided by a viriety of
individuals and organ:zations who will be selected by the consumer iinformation seeker).
It will be an on-going process with the majority of costs attributed to travel

5. Informaticn Exchange

Cne 1nvaluable method for providing management assistance 1s the information excharge
fusction performed by many organizations and individuais.  This often entails the
collect.on and d:ssermination »f program models, descriptions, etc. and is both a paoer and

a versal transfer of information. This will b€ an on-going 3Ctivity.

6. P ctiticors Reseore/Darncrstratica [nd x

Investing inresear  and demonstraiion activities has yieided substant.al information that
Is appropriate to improving youth programs under JTPA. However, dissemination of tn.s
information has not occurred systemat: _ally, . 5t has 1t been packaged (a 2 manner that s
uceadle by front-line practit:oners, Therefore, a concise restatement of major R/D

findings will be a helpful technical assistance product and widl cor ‘.ment all nf the
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state and local level for obtaining traming 2p4 technical assistance n youth services, A

comoosite directory would allow the consumer (information-seekers) to efliciently and

effectively scan the Listing and make a more informed decision prior to enbisung the a d

of any parucular organization or individual. At & Mi~tmun, the resource directory sho. Id ’
co.tain the biographtes and references of those listed and snould be indexed by subject

matter. No other pre-screening i3 contemplated for the directory, as the burden o!

quality control would Lie with the information seeker:. Regu'ar updates 13 the resource

directory would be nccessary,

66
aforementioned otner ¢ usveradles. The index should inciuce pregram cdee 7 steategies
for 1n-school as weil as out-of-school youth.
-~

7. Resource Directory

Currently, there 15 no central source of information on “esour.cs available at the nativnal, »
|
|
\
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JTPA ard Youth: Expanding the Opgorti nities
M:rch 23-26, 1933
Symposium Summacy

Backyround and Purpase

On March 25 and 26, 1985, a small group (24) of state and local representatives of Job
lraining Partnership Act (JTPA) programs met in Washington, D.C. to examine the
oroblems of youth unemployment and the role JTPA can play 1n solving those problems,
The symnosium was sponsored by ten Washington-based organizations, and was convened
by the N1itional Alliance of Business (NAB).

In addition to NAB, the sponsoring organizations were: the Human Resources Develop-
ment Institute (HRDD) of the AFL-CIQ, Jobs Watch, the National Association of Counties
(NACo), the National Association of Private Industry Councils (NAPIC), the National
Commussion for Employment Policy (NCEP), the National Governcrs' Assoc.ation (NGA),
the National Job Training Partnership, Inc. (NJTP), the National Youth E. ployment
Coaliton, and the U.S. Conference of Mayors (USCM). )

The purpose of the forum was twofold:

1. To udentily barriers which are pre enting JTPA from effectvely providing
services to youth; and

2. To identify .nformation and technical assistance strategies that are needed to

enable the JTPA system to overcome these problems.

Using the information gained at the forum, the sponsoring groups plan to develop an
agenda for acton which will guide both Independent and joint activities of the national
organizations jnvolved.

%oring 1n small groups over the two-day period, the partiCipants:

1. id'nufied the youth employment problems they telt were the most critical in
their siates and communities;

2. Identified the things that they believed employ:nent and training programs ought
to be able to do to address these problems;

3. Discussed the ability of JTPA, specifically, to address these prodiems and
wantified spec fic ocarciers within JTPA, including legislauve, regulatory,
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resource, information, and program operation barriers, 10 dealing uith these
problems, as wel! s successfyl strategies for overcoming the barriers; and

8, [dentified what couid be done to solve .he problems within JTPA in the areas of
information exchange, techmcal 1$sistance, regulatory or statutory changes, and
activities external to JYPA, .

L The first task was to identify the most important problems facing youth that affect
thear enployebility, The group identified several major problemss

o Lark of bauic skills, parucularly academic, communication, and problem sotving 4
skulls, which affect not only a youth's abulity to get jobs, but also their ability to
benefit from occupational training, to advance up career ladders, and to
complete schoo!, especially with the heightened emphasis on performance
requiremants for high school graduationy

©  Lack of jobs, specifically a lack of entry level jobs for which at-tisk youth can
qualify due to the changing and increasing requirements for entry level job_, and
a lack of jobs in certain areas, particularly older urban areas, sparsely populated
rural aseas, and arcas of high unemployment, often those hard hit by plant
closings and the restructuring of bawc industries where adults compete with
youth for available jobss

0 Lack of access to jobs due to age, race, and sex discrimination; lack of
information about job opportunities, job requirements, and the schooling required
to get parucular jobs; lack of knowledge about how to fil out applications,
prepare resumes, contact employers, and effectuvely participate 1 job inter-
views; and reluctance on the part of empioyers to hire youth;

o Lack of recognition that manv youth must cope with * 4uit” problems, such as
pregnancy, housing, or chiid care;

o  Poorly developed work-related behaviors and attitudes necessary to get and keep
a3 9h,
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L The second task of the group was to explore what strategies cculd be used to address
these problams and what the barriers were 1o doing 50 wnder JTPA.

With regard to the lack of basic skills (or the need for remediations strategies)

several key issues were identifsed as barriers. They .ncluded:

o Merformance standards — [n order to overcome the perceptic | that the standards
force low-cost placement training instead of longer-term trairung that results in
other positive outcomes, it i important to include the attainment of youth

employment compet:ncies as 3 positiveé outCome. At present, there is no
parceived incentive to mix Clier ts 8..d services,

o Youth Employment Competencies — There needs to be specific r~cognition that
these are positive outcomes for youth. Help is needed 1n defining and applying
meaningful competencies,

o State's performance standards adiu.tment policies — There » '3 recognition by
the group that the perarmance standards system itself lent flexibility as to who

gets served, what services are provided, and at what costs, Vany SDAs and
PICs, however, are unfamiliar with the flexibitities availabie to them. The
ceason for thus lack of awareness, s the lack of TAT avauable to states and P'Cs
around the performance standards ssues,

o PIC attitudes — There was discussion on how PIC members view JTPA tra:ning
for youth.

o Lack of access to jobs — Several key issues were 1dentified as barriers. They
included:

= The changing requirements for entry level jobs — ‘ugher compeiencies
required for the most basic, "urskiled™ posit.ong

—  Limitations 1n JTPA try-oJt employment — the difficulty of serving drop-
out youth in this comnponent, which 13 one of the few Opportunit.es to
combine work experience with classcoom trainirg; and

—  Perceptions of businesses — that youth are a risk as an employee.

o Staff experience - Many SDAS/PICs have small staffs, who may have a Lmited
experience base, and have not had enough time ané contact to share information
on creative job development strategtes.
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M. The fined tadke of the group was to id.nufy posuble agendas that cculd asqist in

avest -3 idantfied barriers. The agindas (a3 idonuficd by the grov)) vere:

1. Program models/information exchange
2. Staif development
3. Coordinated curricula/assessment/deveiopment and exchange
4,  Nauonal public relatisns/market.ng
5. Federal, stive, and local policy development
&, Legislative change
/. Regulatory change
Within each problem area, the group was asked to i¢ntify which of the above

"agendas® would best 2ssist them 1n providing beiter szcvices 1o youth. Within that

context, severai themes emerged.

It becamne apparent that 2 public resations and markeung strategy was needed ate
nauonal level which could be picked up at the state and local level. This marketing
"camra:ign” would inciude themes _tructured around hugh-risk youth, the lack of basic
skills of many youth, and the types of services that can be provided to youth through
local programs.

The second broad theme was the need to develop technical asmistance that couid
respond to staff development needs, infcrmation exchange strategies, and the
delivery of technical informauion that respunded to specific program development

and des gn issues.

Third, after a discusuon about the need for legislative changes, the paruc.pants
seemed to agree that if the other agendas were met, JTPA could meet the
employment and training needs of a broader variety of vouth. Some regulatory
changes were dz2ntified which, 1f addresead, could himit the need for iej'siative

change.

The symposium participants agreed that the most 1Mportant issues they cansicered
are the needs for basic skils remediation and for devoting greatsr priority and

resources 1o serving youth.
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Summary

Several Major themes having broad support of the symposium participants emerged from

the two-day meeting. These included:

-]
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Youth lack the basic academic and functional skills necessary to compete for
entry level jobs in today’s changing economy, Therefore, basic skils remediation
should be a fund I P t of any b

including summer work experience, in order to prepare our youth:.for the
increased demands of entry-level jobs.

yability develop activity,

There is a lack of appropriate entry-level jobs fo- youth, which '3 exacerbated by
the poor access that youth have to avadable jobs. JTPA resources must be used
as leverage with other funds (CDBG, Voc, Ed., WIN, ABE) to expand program
design and job opportunities while integrating JTPA within the dbroader human
resource devziopment system.

Well-designed programs require staff who are effective managers and are
current with the most effecnve technolog Prot | staff develop "
and training are essential activities that should occur at all levels of program
administration and operation to ensure the highest quality job training workforce
possible,

There 13 a partial youth policy vacuum at both the state and local level which
limits both interagency zoordination and the opportunity for the appropriate
targeting of JTPA resources, A state and local youth educauion/training/
employment policy framework needs to be articulated to help rationalize the
resource allocation cecisions ar.d promote inproved coordination,

Youth policies and programs, once forged, must be marketed to empioyers and
the general commumity to ensure thew support and partiCipation. WMarketng
should be considered as an integral part of overall Program administration and
not as in afterthought.

s
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PREPACE

1t 1s with great pride that the National Alhance of Business provides you with the
final, comprehensive report based on our two 1984 data collection projects: an
exhaustive survey of all service delivery areas and a specialized survey of a sample of
private industry council chairs. The information 1n this publication 1s timely and of
great value to al] the partners committed to making JTPA succeed in a cost-effective
and efficient way.

While our reiease of the major findings in November provided a snapshot of how
well the reorgamzed systeft was functioning at the completion of the transition year,
this report provides a much more complete picture -- it presents analyses of new
'nformation as welt as a more detailed look of the imitial conclusions and thewr
imphications, including cross-tabulations among related variables. Whenever relevant,
we offer the opinions and 1mpressions gathered during the interviews and compare the
findings to those obtained through }/AB's 1983 survey of local programs.

Although 1t 15 1mpossible to determine the long-term 1mpact of JTPA at this time,
we are pleased 1o report that the findings are largely positive. Most employment and
training communities have indeed set a system in place which 1s continuing to meet the
needs of economically disadvantaged and structurally unemployed people while
increas:ng business involvement 1n cost-effec.ive way. The public/private partnership
appears to be working successflly 1n most areas. A clear majority of the people
enrolled 1n local JTPA programs obtained employment at the time of their termination
from *he core tiansitional year program. We at NAB commend private industry council
members and service dejivery area sumimistrators for the Job they have dore during the
rapid and challenging transition from CETA to JTPA.

This 15 not to say, however, that there are no areas that might prove
problemmatic. As the data indicate, key issues such as the level of service to youth, the
relationship between the state and the local entities responsible for cverseeirg JTPA,
and the effects of the 30 percent himitation on admimistrative and supportive services
costs bear watching. However, the overwhelming majonty of evidence indicates that
JTPA 1s functioning effectively in most aregs and that the rather rapid evolutionary
change from CETA 1o JTPA has strengthened the job training system.

The Alliance hopes to be able to repeat similar survey efforts next year. We
strongly believe tht the sharing of information sn problems and progress is critical to
the positive evolution of JTPA. We look forward to working with you to help further the
goals of JTPA and strengthen local economies.

Sincerely,

W)
withsm H. Kolberg
President

Nationzl Alliance of Business
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

BEST

Admmistrative structures as well as geographic configurations were
stable. Although a year ago many SDAs indicated that they expected
to change their grant recipients or adm'nistrative entities, few changes
were made.

The SDAs rely on many agencies to provide outreach and intake and
most indicated that they do not ha'e a policy of giving preference to
che "hard-to-serve” or the "easier-to-serve." About one-third of the
SDAs require program operators, many of whom gre under performance
contracts, 10 do a portion, 1f not all, of the outresch and intake
functions.

In relying on a variety of sources for training, the majority of the SDAs
heavily use both public education nstitutions and the private sector for
training. Commun iy-based organizations are the third most frequently
used entity,

About 40 percent of the SDAs use nerformance contracts for over half
of their tramning programs.

involvement of commu- 1ty-based orgamizations in JTPA has remained
stable and appears to be increasing slightly, The majority of
participants in most SDAS, however, do not rec2ive training or services
from such entities.

The supportive services most cormonly provided onder CETA continue
to be provided under JTPA, but are usually res ricted 1o thase most in
need Of in cer.ain types of tramning programs, Th ~d parties provide
supyOrtive services in a number of sites 8t no cost 1o U iTA.

Unlhike CETA, 1n which most orime sponsces paid hourly stipends and
cash payments, only about half of all SDAs provide either stipends or
zash payments and these are usually restricted to participants meeting
certain criteria.

State set-aside and Title Il} funds generally by-passed the SDAs and
usually added very little to their funding Jevels fr-m Tities IIA and B,
A growmng number of SDAs, aimost one-thiid, sought and received
other non federal funding,

The overwhelming majority of all SDAs indicated thst limits on
administrative costs would have @ negative 1mpact on their
management and conduct of JTPA. Ovar half of ali SDAs had less than
$255,000 in Title HA money for admini.tration.
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® The majority of SDAs had written agreements with the Employmcnt
Service, secondary and ; ‘-secondary education agcncies/institutions,
welfare agencies, vocatiunal rehabilitatior entitic?, and economic
development agencies.

SDA PERFORMANCE

® JTPA Title IlA served approximately 600,000 individuals during the .
transition vear. On average, 667 participants terminated from the
typical SDA; 416 of these individuals founc jobs..

o Aithough less than h If of the SDAs surveyed (44%) met ail of their
pe-formance standards during the transition year, five of the seven
standards were met by at Jazst 80 percent of the SDAs. On a national &
basis, four national performance standards were surpassed {three
placement rate standa  and adult cost per placement rate} and uvce
was barely missed (aduit wage at placement) The youth positive
termination standard was not met. {(The standard for youth wage a*
placement was not set.)

& Characteristics of those who terminated under JTPA Title llA are very
similar 10 those who terminated under CETA (Title IBC, FY '83). For
example, the level of service to welfare recipients was the same under
the core J1PA and CETA programs.

® Almost half of the SDAs had trouble meeting theiwr youth expend-ture
goal, but SDAs gave no single overriding expianation for the problem,
While certain restrictions in the legislation may have styried some
SDAs, many others cited programmatic 1ssues such as slow start-up and
inadequate markeling.

® Most SDAs met or surpassed the percentage of welfare recipients the
law required them 1o serve.

® After vouth and welfare recipients, SDAs most often targeted high
schoo! drop-outs and minorities.

TRAINING ACTIVITIPS

3 SDAs offer a well balanced array of training activities. The
percentage of enrollees participating in both OJT and classroom
traiming has increased significantly over CETA. while work experience
nas cecreased, vet, SDAs have avoided over-reliance on a single
companent,  On-the-jobs c.assroom skills training and pre-employ-
inent/mot.vational traiming each are expected to serve about 40
percent of all adult enroliees this vear. Particioants in multiple
traiming activities account for the number exceed.ng 100 percent.

® Non-nccupational classroom  traimng  was  mnade avaiiable ‘o

corademably fewer particrpants than were cnrolled in other types of
traiming (.ess than 20 pereent of all adults)
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Classroom training, pe.marily skills training, 1s by far the largest
category of training experditure.

The majority of SDA< did not plan to sigmficantly chang2 the
tra.ning mix 1n this year's adult ard youth programs.

Onc-third of all participants are expected to be enrolled 1n two or
mcre major program comporents (e.g., OJT, classroom training).
\it.le the sverage length of training under Title [lA programs was
17 5 weeks and 12.8 weeks for adults &nd youth, respectively,
¢.s:derably less than the average length of training unde CETA,
this level of sequenced training irdicates that & substantial number
of enrollees will receive more in-depth training. SDA interviewees
also anticipsted that participants would be enrolied for a longer
period during the cutrent year -- & time period closer to the CETA
experience.

{RIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL ORGANIZATION AND ACTIVITIES

The average PIC continued !0 consist of 25 . embers, with 14 of
those members from tiie business community. A, most two-thirds of
the ousiness members were from businesses of less than 100
empioyees. Nsticnwide, there 15 equal representailor. by chief
e+ 1tive officers and other business exec'.tives.

Attendance by all members was good ax turnover was low, with
turnnver usually resulting from persons! .asens and not from

fiusiration or dissatisfaction v A,
Both PIC chairs and SD. were ror_stent In their positive
assessment of *he PIC's rol. impact, reinforcing the fact that

botn the public and private sectors had generally developed mutually
satisfactory 1elationships.

Business involvement appears to have increased since the beginniag
of JTPA with the PICs having niore substantial functions in many
areas compared to the transition year

About 250 PiCs are now incorporsted -- over 100 more than last
vear Incorporation does not seem to have a significant effect on
prugram results, but 1s associated with greate= ®IC involvement in
cer‘ain key SDA activities.

STATE AND LOCAL RELATIONS

About half o1 the SDA adm nistrators indirated that they were
lissatisfied wite state  2A admanistration. However, * jo-thirds of
those dissatisfied are oncentrated in 12 states.

PIC caair views are at best mixed corcerting the e fectiveness of
the State Job Training Coordinating Council in develoDing statewide
pohec'ss, in making a differercz n jocal JTPA programs, or in
Involving dusiness people with A

States have designed a variety of inuividual reporting systems for
ther SDAs; the amcunt ard type of information re  ~sted varies
consi 'erably as does ts value 1o SDA day-to-day management of the

progr m.
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INTRODUCTION

On June 30, 1984, the local jurisdictions responsible for administering the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA) completed their transition year and entered into their first full
year of operati.. Shortly thereafter, the National Alhiance of Business (NAB)
undertook two major data collection projects: 1) a compreh:nsive survey of the 593
service delivery areas responsible for tne provision of federally-funded employment and
training programs, and 2) & limited survey of a sample of privata industry council chairs.

A total of 576, or 97 percent, of the service delivery areas (SDAs) participated in the
project.] NAB's 1984 survey of the local Jurisdictions is the only study that sought to
collect a variety of data on all service delivery areas and private industry councils
(PICs). Eighty-three PIC chairs, 14 percent of the total, responded to the PIC chair
survey. Both surveys were f 1ded by the U.S Department of Labor, Employment and
Training Ac .mistrstion, and other organizations and ~ere administered by telephone
during a three month period (July-September, 1984; utilizing structured questionnaires.

MEIIODOLOGY

The SDA survey instrument ‘neluded 93 questions and covered five major areas: general
admimistrative issues ineluding  service delivery area arrangements and training
ac*ivities, SDA performance, private industry counctl organization and activities,
state/local ~elationships, ¢nd participant characteristies and termination information.
An introductory letter explaiming the purprse of the survey and & copy of the
questionnaire were sent to the prospective interviewees one to two weeks prior to
contaet

These structured interviews were conducted by NAB national office <taff with key staff
of SDUA adminmistrative entities -- the individuals actively involved in the ng and
admimstration of the locsl progrlm.2 While more than one individual at the SDA often
part'cipated in the survey, there was usuaily ore primary or major interviewee. SDA or
PIC diresto~s were by far the mos' common primary respondents. Spec 1cally, almost
two-thirds (62%) of the key respondents were SDA or P'C directors, while the second
laigest category of primary interviewees was SDA or PIC planners (18%). SDA or PIC
assistant ard associate dircetors made up the thurd largest group of major re.pondents
(10%) Most interviews took one hour to complete.

Hin 15 of th: 576 SDAs. onl maragement data which are required to be reported
to ‘he feweial povernment were included (e g., participant characteristic snd
termination datal. Most of the SDDAs on which no data are included are in the U S.
(versees territories. Cout. s of the SDA and PIC chair questionnaires may be obtt ned
by calling the NAB Cle~rirghouse (202) 289-2910.

2A mejority of the admimstrativ: entibies arc rities, counties, or corsort a of

cal wovernment, the remaincer are k.Ct (r other organizations (e g, educational
institu®i0c private non-profits, com munity-based organizations, state governments).
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Because of the major rcle of the private scetor in JIPA, the Naticnal Aihiance of
Business sought, through a separate su vey, the pcreeptions and insights of PIC chai-s
after their firsi year's experience in their new capacity 2s anr equal partner with
government. (?1C chairs are required by '3w to be represer'atives of private business.)
PIC chairs were randomly selected from an alphabetical list of ali PIC chairs and were
nterviewed by business people on loan to NAB 3

The PIC chair survey wds undertaen during the same time {rame and followed the same
methodology as the larger SDA study. That questionraire, however, was much shorter
and focused . fewer arcas 0f inguiry; 1t cor orised 21 ouestio~s and was designed to
elicit information 1n areas where PIC chairs v >uld be expected to be inost
knowledgeatle (e g., level of PIC involvement 1n $DA decisiur-making) or whe~e PIC
member opinions are valuable 1n understanding the functioning of JTPA (e g, PIC cnair
satisfaction with the PIC role).

This report 15 based primarily on the information gathered: computerized. and analyzed
on the respunding 576 SDAs. Relevant findings from NAB's PIC chair survey are also
inciuded and are compared, where appropriate, to the resulis of the SDA survey. While
tte .najority of datu collected from both the SDA and the PIC chair surveys was
obsective (e g, incorporation status of the PIC, types of se,vice providers) sore of the
questions, particularly i1n the PIC chair survey, recuired responses which were highly
subjective and relied primariiy on the respondent’s perceptions and behefs Thus, some
of the information must be understood 2s reflecting solely the opimon: of he
ntervsiewcees.

Furthermore, although this report 1s based prir arily on an analysis of the interviewees'
responses, some data have been augmented by more detaned or anecdotal jnfor mation
provided voluntarilv by the respondents Alse, when information on the oneration of
JTPA's pr -decessor, the Comprehens:ve Employment and Training Act {CETA), was
reievant and accessibie, or where findings gleaned from NAB's 1983 survey of all SDAs
were useful, they were included and compared to data collected this year on JTPA.
Hen- 5 publication provides a compret :nsive look at the new emplovment and
trainng, <stem and »ffers many eacellent nsights into how JTPA 1s functin.ng
throughout the country

HIGHLIGHTS

The -esults of both survevs indicate that, {..r tne most gar, a siable, “unctioning ,ob
traiming system 1s 1n place and the pr.vate sector 13 indeed In active partnersni, * th
local government. Altiough information was not collected on th. specific degree of
involvement 1n the system by education, the Fmplovment Ser..ce, community-based
organizations, and other interest groups, a substantial number of SDAs are working with
thece agencies Most $DAs offer a broad mix of t-aiming activities aud a sehd majonty
of partieipants are Zetting 10bs at the end of traiming At tne same time, service to
such groups as Figh school dropouts and welfare rccipients appes-s to be as high as that
under the last year of CETA's core tra aing program.

3Although the respenses were not evenlv distributed geographically, svery region
of the cnuntry was represented among the P17 chairs

[
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On tne other hind, many S As indirate *hey arc Faving difficulty maintaining the
1Ly of services because of limited administrative funds. There s also somc concern
that the prowision of traiming to ceriain target groups is being hampered Dy the
restiictions on cash payments te participants; and while most local jurisdictions offer a
range of supportive services, such sefvices are usually only available 1o enroliees who
meet particular rcquirements. Also, many expresscd dissatisfaction with the role and
noucies established by the state and indicated that the Stat- b Training Coordinating
Coune:] s not playing a pa-ticularly usecul role in the implementaticn of JTPA. Despite
these arcas of concern, however, both the hard data and the information gleaned from
questions which raquired highly subjeciive resmonses indicate that JTPA has gamned a
sohd footing 1n 1ts first vcar of operation and 1s generally functioring effectively 1n
most SDAs around the country
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Cheirman LAFaLce. Mr. Evans jou are going to give me informa-
tion on the million-and-a-half yobs and ‘he permanuncy of the
damage.

Mr. Evans. It is a fairly detailed study. _ _

Chairman LAFALCE. Thank you. The subcommittee is adjourned.

. [Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the subcomm..ttee adjourned, subject
to the call of the Chair.] B

[The study submitted for the record by Mr. Evans enuucd

“Trade Deficits are Forever” follows:]

GENERAI, ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES
Summary of Findings

® Admunistrative siructures as well as geographic configuraticns were
stable  Although a year ago many SDAs indicated that they
expected to change their gre it recipients or administrative entities,
few changes were made

® The SDAs rely on many agencies to provide outreach and intake and
most indicated that they do not have a pelicy of giving preference
to the hard-to serve” or the “easier-to-serve * About one-thirid ot
the SDAs require program operators, many of whom are under
performance contracts, to do a portion, f not all, of the outreach
and intake functions

® In relying on a variety of sources for training, the majority of the
SDAs heawily use both publiic education institutions ard the private
sector for t aining Community-based organizations are the third
most frequently used entity

® About 40 percent of the SDAs use performance cont ‘acts for over
half of their training programs

® Involvement of community-based organizations in JTPA has
remained stabl= and appears to be increasing siightly  The majonity
of pa-tiipants in most SDAs, however, do not receive training or
services from such entities

® The supportive services most commonly provided under CETA
continue to be provided under JTPA, but are usually restricted to
those most 1n need or in certain types of training programs Third
parties provide supportive services in a number of sites at no cost to
ITPA

® Unlike CETA, i1 which most orime sponsors pard hourly ;. pends and
cash payments, only about half of all S\DAs provide either stipends
or cash paymrats and these are usually restricted to participants
meer:ng cert..in criteria

® State set-asige and Title lll funds generally by-passed the SDAs and
usually added very little to their funding levels from Titles [IA and B
A growing nurmber of SDAs, almost one-third, sought and receved
other nor-federal funding

® The sverwhelnung majority of all Z As indicated that Iimits 01
¢+ administrative costs would have a negative impact on their
maragement and conduct of JTFA  Over half of all SDAs had iess

than Sg?SS 000 :n Titie 1A money for admunistration

® Tne majority of SDAs had written agreements with tne Employment
Service, sacondary dand post secondary education agenues/
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institutions, welfare agencies, vocational rehabihitation entities,
andeconomic development agencies

Overall Administrative Structure

The overall administrative structure 0. local serv ce delivery arcas remained stable as
JTPA moved in1o 1ts second year of operation. Very few SDAS changed their geographic
boundaries, grant recipient, or program administrato" in the {irst yesr. Geographic
boundaries were recon{igured in only nine of the 576 local jurisdictions (1.6%) and
affected SDAs in only six states.

That so few SDAs chang.  heir geographic bouncaries is not surprising since the law
states that governors cannot redesignate SDA boundaries more frequently than every
two years, and that all reconfigurations mu,t be made at feast four months before the
beginning of the program year. Thus, in those cases where geographic poundaries did
change, such chsnges reflected the resolution of legil questions or appeais that had been
pending, usually from the wutisl designation process, rather than from a new a:sessment
of the SDA's ability to effectively serve the community.,

Only six percent of the SDAs changed the:r grant recipie:t waile five percent changed
their program administrator. Where there was a chang. 1n the program administrator or
grant recipient, that change usually resulted in the ¥IC being designated 1o serve in
these capacities. Of the 32 new grant recipients, 18 are PICs, sev n ar: locel
government ag-ncies, three are private nonp.ofit orgsnizations, three arc educational
mstitutions, and one 1s a community-based organ: .ation. Twc-thirds of the new program
admimistrators (19 out of 28) are PiCs. The reraming new program administrators sre
loca. goveraments (S), educational agencies (2), and community-based <rgunization- (2).
The distrihution of grant recipients &1d program sdministrrto . by type of enticy 12
shown 1n Table I

TABLE!

DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT Kt CIPIEMTS (GR)
AND PROGRAM AT MINISTPATORS (PA)

% of SUAs
Entity GF andPA GRonly PAorly #ofSLAs % ofSDAs  avYrarago
Local Governmen, 283 79 4t 403 A9 1 n.
PIC 57 15 2 101 173 151
State/Governor 36 4 4 a4 76 82
fducational rad 3 3 32 57 S3
INStuhions
¥r vate Nonprofit 2% 4 0 30 52 46
B0 2 1 4 27 46 as
Ot er U 2 S SR | N T AN X A L0
473 LRR M
{81 1%) {19%) {19%

o
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The rulatively small number of changes 1n the grant recipient or program administrator
was somewhat s rprising. During NAB's first survey of SDAs in 1983, many intervi2wees
indicated that time pressures often forced the locai program to select a grant recipient
or program administrator without giving proper consideration to al} the options. Many
of last year's respondents expected the SDA to make changes 1n their administering
agencies during, or at the completion of, the transition year. That so few changes were
made may indicate that PICs and local governments are generally satisfied with the
relutionshigs that were bullt and with the perfarmance of the admimstrative entities
that were initially selected.

ST*A Funding Levels

J'1PA requires that 78 pereent of the Title I1A *unds (core traini- money) be allocated
1o the service delivery arcas through formula by the states. The remaming 22 percent
of the Title IIA funds are retained b the governor for various specnic programs (l.e.,
39% for older worker iraming programs; 6% for performance incentives and technical
ass'stance; 8% for education linkages; and 5% for state-level admimistration and other
actwities).

Lixe the majo.ity of Title A funds- all funds under Title 118 (summer youth money)
tnust be passed through oy the states o the serv-ce delivery areas according to formula.
Tstle ul {unds, on the other hend, go directly to the state for dislocated worker
grograms. States may choose to use the SDAs to uperate Title Il programs, but are not
required to do so. The SDAs may also receive a limited amount of other non-JTPA
federal funds as well as raise funds from other government or private sources for use 1n
job training programs. In sum, while all jurisdictions receive Title 1A and Title UB
funds, the avalability and use ci other funds vary considerably from SDA to SDA.

Information was collected on tte amount of various JTPA fun1is rectived by the SDAs
for the program vear which began July 1, 1984. As expected, the typical cervice
delivery area received the greatest anount of money through its Title A allocation,
and 1ts second largest through Title 11B. Cn average, SDAs received $2.5 million in Title
11A funds and $).3 milhor 1n T tle IiB. The Jevel of funding, however, among the SDAs
ranged widely. For example, nder Title 1A, 1t ranges from a low of $42,000 to a high
of $46 million, which means thet the largest Title 1A allocation is 1100 times greater
than the smrallest Title A allo~ation. However, 90 percent of the SDAs "ave less than
$4.5 million 1n Title TIA funds and helf of the local areas have less than $1.7 miu.on,

A review of the state set-aside and Title IIi funds reveals that substantial amounts of
these funds bypassed the local jurisdiet or did not significantly inerease SDA
fund.ng levels.4 As shown in Table fl, only § ner, of the SDAS indicated that they
rec eived a-y e:ght percent education linkages « 3s. These funds often go directly from
the governor's office to state or local education agenmies. SDAs receiving eight percent
funds averaged $186,000. However, fifty percent of these jurisdictions received less
than $47,000 from this state set-aside.

4Fir.e ngs with respect 1o the six percent fund< are not included since many states
had not decided how they would use this state set-as;de at the time SDA administiators
were interviewed
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TABLE Y
SOURCE OF SDA FUNDS
Average SDA Funding Levels
Title 1A Average = $2 5 miflion
100% 100% Title (I8 Average = $13 mdicn
100 B%Average = $186 thor ang
F 3% Average « §108 thousand
90 __’_ Title 11 Average = $33S thousang
P 80— Orher Federaifunds Average o $24S *houtang
e 0 - Other Funds Average = $724 thourand
r 70
P L
e 60—
n -
t S0 __
o 40~
S 20—
) -
A 10—
s 0 M 3
Title 8% 3% T Other Other
A s Fed Funds
(78%) Funds
Funding Source
S

Shightly more SDAs reported receving ihree percent older worker money than did those
who received eight percent funds; 62 percent of the SDAs recerved some three percent
‘unds. When funds were not funneled througt the SDAs, they were often given to the
state or area agencies on agmg. The reported furding for SDAs receving such funds
ranged from a jow of $2 000 to a high of $1.4 milkon, with an average of $108,100
among recipient agencies.

Only 39 percent of the SDAS received Title 1 disic -ated worker funds, Many SDAs did
not ieceive any Titie Il funds sirce they usually went to sprcial projects targeted for
areas with a high concentratior of dislocated workers. Even in these areas, howe ver,
states often bypassed the SDAe, The typical SDA whici: received Titie 1t funds rece ved
$335,000, with $11,000 beir 7 the smaliest amount received by an SDA and $2.5 millson
being the largast.

Onlv 18 percent of the SDAs received any other federal funds {».g., economic develjop-
Tent mories, vocational education funds, adult education grants). Thcse SDAs which

“eceved these federal funds averaged $249,000; individual SDAs recetved from $3.400
te $2.3 milhon.
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Thirty-one percent of the SDAs received non-federal fur.. from other state and local
government programs or th ough private contributions. {Some local governments
appropriste special funds for specific employment-reiated programs such 85 summer
jobs for youth.) Although $724,000 1S the average for those who received such funds, the
range extends from $1,000 to $32 million with the higher leveis usually resulting from
special jocal government programs. However, more than half the SDAs with non-federal
monies had received less than $100,000 n such funds; 90 percent of the SDAs had
s received less than $1.2 million at the time of interview.

Nearly twice a8 many.ancorp aéted private Infustry councils received non-federal funds
as did unincorporated PICs; however, S.neng those who received such funds,
Iincorporatior, had little to do with the amount. The correlation between incorporation
and receint of non-federsl funds 1s not surprising since a number of interviewees stated

t that the PIC's decision to raise private funds was a factor in ihe decision to incorporate.
Furthermore, as indicated later, incurporated PICs are (wice as likely to be actively
invelved in fundraising activities as unincorpoi sted councils.

Geographic Types and Size of SD \s

Respondents were asked if the area included 1n the SDA’s boundaries «as predominately
rural, urban, suturban, or mixed.5 As illustrated in Table i, over one-third of the
« ondents (37%) ciassified their SDA ss primarily rural while 16 percent of the
Interviewees indicated that their SDA was predominately urban (i.e., including 8 city
with over 50,000 peopie). Only six percent of the interviewees believed their area was
primarily suburbsn.  The remaiming SDA administ.ators typed their SDA as 8
comomnation: 13 percent each believed that their SDA was fairly eg 1y divided
between an urban and rural environment or was a mixture of all three types; eight
percent stated that the local jurisdiction had 8 suburban and rursl mixture; and six
percent classified their SDA as being urtan/suburban.

In spite of the fact that there was twice as many rural SDAs 8s urban, the total Title 11A
momes for the program year beginning July 1, 1984 provided to the urban SDAs was
nearly the same as the funds allocated 1o the rural areas ($346 million compared 1o $383
mitlion). This means that, on average, an urban service delivery ares received over
twice as much Title /A money as did its rural counterpart ($4.0 million vs $1.8 million).
Together, the urban and rural wrisdictions accounted for more than half of the total
amount of funds a'located for Title 1A programs this year (25% end 27%, respectivelyl.
Suburban SDAs. which make up six percent «af all ,DAs, were allocated almost six
percent of the current Titie [1A money (877 million for an aversge suburban SDA
allocation of $2.2 mihon.

SSuch classification was often dependent on the interviewee's perception of his
area snd does not necessarily coneide with the U.S. Bureau of Census defimtion.
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TABLE fii

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SDAS
WITH AVERAGE TITLE I1A ALLOCATIONS

Y |
6% Suburban A37S/B=RL1I§M

Av $ =22M

13%
Urbar ‘Rural
Av$ 20M

16% Urban

13% Mixture of Av S = 40M
all types
Av $ =37Mm
8% Suburban/Rural 6% Urban/Suburban

Av$ = 19M AvS =32M

The remaining geographic types of SDAS accounted for about 40 percent of a}| SDAs and
43 percent of the total Titie HA allvcation for the 1984-85 ¢ ~ram year. SDAs which
were indicated as being a combination of all three types (urban/suburban/rural) received
the largest portion of the remainng Title ]IA funds (18.7% of the total, or $263 million).
The typical SDA composed of all three types recewved $3.7 million, Loca' jurisdiations
which are fairly equally divided between urbsn/ruial, urban/suburban, and
suburban/rural environments each accouited for 10.5 parceat, 7.5 -ercent, and 6.0
percent of the total Title {1A allocation ($147 million, $104 million, uad €34 illion).
The typical amount of Title 11A funds received by each type of SNDA was. $2.0 million
for urban/rural SDAs; $3.2 million for urban/suburban SDAs; asd $1.9 milhon for
suburban/-ural SDAs.

Local Service Nelivery Arrangements6
Outreach and Intaka

Local SDAs are using a host of entities to provide paric.pant outreach and 1ntike
s2rvices this year. Most SDAs (61%) use more than one tvpe of entity to provide these
services. the 1nost w.dely used, however, 1s the SDA administrat..e entity 1tseif; 1n §3
vercent of the SDAs, the adm:nistrative ~gent 1s responsible for per “ming some or all

6ln SD*s where mora than four tvpes ~f service deliverers are being used to
provide ciient outreach and ntake, train ngy - }ob piacement activities, information
was colleet:d only on the largest four (1 e., those responsible for groviding services to
‘he greates' number of clients)
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partieipant outrench and Intake services. The admimistrative agent 1s not only the type
of entity used by the greatest number of SDAs for Outrcach and nta' e activities, but
even where others are used, the administrative entity 1s generally responsible for
providing these services to the largest number of people. In two-thirds of the SDAs
which utilize the sdmimstrative entity to provide outreach and intake to clients, thst
organization was named as having the primary resporsibility.

. As shown in Table 1V, about one-third of the SDAs (31%) require sll or most of their
program operators to do outreach and intake in addition to their traimng

responsibilities. Other frequently used entitites include: the Employment Service (34%),

com aunity-based organizations (23%), public education institutions (15%), and the PIC

(13%).
N TABLE IV
£NTITIES USED FOR OUTREACH AND INTAKE
60 — KEY
r A= Adminstratve Entity
50— g8 = Employment Service
. = Program Operator
- D= (80
g = PubhicEducat on

'e' 40— F= PIC
v -
e -
i 30
.
t 20
u
s 10
e

0

A B C D € f
Type of Entity

Al' 0Ther entities used by iess than 10% of SDAY

SDA interviewees were asked whether their SDA had s policy of giving preference to
economically disadvantsged participants who wouid penefit most from short-term
t-aning over ndividuals that require more or longer assistance (1.e., whether 1t gave
pricmity service to the traditionallv "hard-to-serve” rather than "easier-to-serve”). More
tran three gur  ers of the ioeal jurisdictions (78%) do not target their services to either
xroup. Specifi ly, over half of the SDAs have no set selection policy or serve 8
combinat on o1 "hard-to-serve” and veasier-1c-serve” clients (29% and 28%,

10
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respeetivily).  Another 21 percent >f the SDAS serve participants primarily on a [irste
come, first-served basis. The bulk of the remairing nervice deohivery areas (ninc sercent
of the total) have a policy of emphasizirg services for the “hard-to-serve” (those who
hi 'e the most needs) while only six percent of all SDAs intended to scek out clicnts with
few barriers to empioy ment.

Some SDA administrators further commented that when enlities other than the program
admimstrator were required to perform the outreach and intake functions, the £DA

providea them with clear guidelines as to what the make-up of their clients should be .
(e g, the level of service 1o certain traditionally hard-to-serve groups should remain
similar 1o that under FY '83 CETA programs). 1
|
Traming
]
Most SDAs use 2 variety of entities to provide training to their parcicipants -- only
about five percent of the local jurisdictions yge only one type of entity for training,
while half of the SDAs involve at least four types of entities. The majority of the SDAs
use both publie cducation institutions and the private sector for Providing training
(See Table V) These findings support information discussed in Iater sections about the
variety of training provided to partic:pants.
o - —_—
TABLE V
INTITIES USED FOR TRAINING
KEY
A = public Education
8 = Private Empioyer
C= (80
D = Administrauve Entity
!E = Pnvatefor Profit
t F = Private Non-Prohit
e G = Local Goverrment
v
e
|
[+]
t 19%
.,
U 7 15%
257 2
. 7% ’/é,/
4 7
1 v 7%,
! A B C D E F G
|
! Type of Entity
1
Ail other entities used by ress 1k n 10% of SDAs
11
<+
]
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By far, public cducation s the most common provider of traiming  Eighty-five percent
of the SDAs use public vocational nstitutions, commumity coileges, and/or local high
sehoals, Specifically, shightly more than two-thirds of the SDAs (68%) use the post-
secondary public education system and 5S4 percent use secondary puolic education
institutions. Furthermore, private-for-profit schools provide traimrg in 30 percent of
the SDAs.

. Private einployers, particularly small businesses, are the second major traimng agent;
they provide traiming in approximately two-thirds (63%) of the SDAs, iargely through on-
the-job trainieg contracts. Small and medium-sized employers (with fewer than 500
employees) rave trauming responsibilities in 60 percent of the SDAs, while only 10
pereent of the local jurisdictions contract with larger employers to provide traimng.

4 Commumty based orgamzations, the third most common training entity, have
agreements to provide traiming in two-fifths of the SDAs, The SDA sdministrative
agent itself, non- educational private for-profit entities, private non-profit agencies,
231 local government agencies each provide training in less than one-fifth of the SDAs
(197, 13%, 13%, and 10%, respectively).

When comparing last vear's 1983 survey data to this year's informstion, 1t appears that
she same types of entities provided tramng during the transition and this year.
Secondary and post-secondary public schools were the most widely used mechanism to
provide traiming last year while small and medium-sized private employers were the
cecond most commnonly used traimng agent during the transition. Private-for-prof t
<cnools and CBOs tied for third place last year.

Furthermore, the SDA's geographic characteristics did not appear to influence the types
of entities usad for traiming In both years. Rural urban, suburban, and mixed service
uelivery areas cach generally relied upon a variety of training agents.

Job Placement

In most SDAs, several types of entities share the provision of job placement services, In
only about one-third of the SDAs (35%) do Job placement activities fall solely to one
type of service provider. Information In Table V1 iliustrates that the contractors
responsibic for direct cnent traimng were the entities most frequently heid responsible
for iob placement. Traiming program operators are responsible for job placement
actinities in over half of the SDAs (53%). This finding was expected given that almost
80 percent of or the SDAs are using some form of performance contracting, tying
g-vment for training or services to chient placement rates.

The SDA adninistrative entity provides Job placement services In 43 percent of the
sD’s, tne Empioyment Service 1 30 percent, and community-based orgamzationt 1n &
cercent, Serondary ana/or post-secondary pubhic education institutions provide job
¢ acement services in 18 percent of the SDAs. PICs play a role, 1n this function in 12
per< ent of the local programs.
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TABLEWI
ENTITIES USED FOR JOB PLACEMENT

70
[ KEY

60 | A = All/hlost Program Operators
L B = Administrative Entity
e _ C= Empioyment Service
v S0 1 — D= ¢8O
e £t = Publit Education
| r F= PIC

40 | —
o -
f

30 —
U -
S
e 20—

10—

0 b—o

A B C o) 4 F
Type of Entity

’ Al otner entities ysed by iess than 10% of SDAs

L —

€. amunity-Based Organizations

The ove-whelming majority of SDAs (81%) have contracted with at least one
community- pased organization (CBO) for iraining or services for the current year. The
overall use of CBOs to provide t-aining or services In the current year has increased
shghtly from an average of 3.8 CBOs per SDA in the transition year to the current
vear's average of four. The number of eommunity-based organizations used by the SDAs
varies widelys with as manv as 100 CBOs invo'sed in providing services or training ,or
une SDA  Tnree-quarters of the SDAs, however, have four or fewer CBOs nvoived 1n
ineir program, and 90 percent of the SDAs use iess than 10 CBOs Not suprisingly,
LTDan areas tend to use far nore CBOs than rural areas. On average an urban &rea uses
7 3 CBOs whiie a typical rural SDA uses three SDAs comprised of & surburban/rural
mixture, on average. use the fewest CBOs (1 7),

1 2ss than ore-fifth of the service delivery arcas (19%) will use no ©40s to provide
setvices or tra.mng te's year as compared to 23 percent last vear. QOne fifth of the
SDA< not using CBOs this year are in rural areas which tend to Rave few or no avairable
CBO In many cases, even when CBOs enst in rural aress, they are not set up to
peovide empioyment and traiming services and ¢id not bid on JTPA contracts.
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Relatively few of JTPA chents, however will reecive tratning or services from a CBO.
Oniy 18 percen. of thc SDAs using community-based organizations are contracting with
them for training or services for more than half their participants, and only four percent
of the total are us.ng them for all their enrollces The majority of SDAs in which most
of the enrollces are receivi™g scrvices or traning from a CBO arc located n urban
areas.

. About one-quarter of the scrvice dchvery arcas will use fewer C 30s this year as
compared to last year, Or none at all. The eascns most fiequent', provided by
respondents for the dechine or lack of CRO use 1n tirese SDAs include. CBQs do not
providc the typc cf traming or service rcquired by the SDA (30%); a policy decision was
made by the P1C or SDA 1o use other types of contractors (20%), no CBOs are iocated
with:n the SDA's buundaries (16%); CBOs were vicwed as poor performers (15%); and
[ CBO0s are not seen as cost-effective service providers (14%).

performance Contracting

As noted earlicr, almost four-fifths of th SDAs (78%) are employing some typc of umt
cost performarce contracting for thair training providers. (Therc 15 a wide variely of
approaches * performance contracting, "anging from withholding a smali part of the
final pavu <1 » (0 holding back the entire payment until tac client 1s placed 1n a traiming-
related Job  In all cases, however, full payment can only be made upon 8 traiming-
related placcment.)

\ore SDAs are using pcrformance contracting now than dur g the transition year.
information collected 1n NAB's 1983 survey indicated that close 10 two-thirds (64%) of
all local programs intended 1o use this approach for some portion of the contracts
developed for transitional year activities, compared to 80 percent of the SDAs ims year.

Data in Table VIl show that one-third of the SDAs using performance contracting for
sheir 1954-1985 programs are writing such contracts for at least 75 percent of their
training programs (28% of all SDAs) In fact, 13 percent of the SDAs using performance
contracting (10% of all SDAs} wiil use 1t for all their training programs  Another 14
percent of those using performance contracting, or 11 percent of all SDAs, will use this
approach for one-half to three-quarters of their traimng contracts. Thus, half of th»
SDAs using this contracting method (39% of all SDAs) wrll use performance contracts
for the majority of their contracts.

Supportive Services and Allowances

To maximize the amount of furds under the Act devoted to direct traimirg activities for
carticipants, JTPA requires that 70 perc~nt o1 each sDA's ' -cativ) under [itle HTA be
<oen? on traimung  The remaiming 30 percent of furds 15 divived between a maamum of
15 percent for adimin strative costs and t1e remainder for supportive services, wages,

and allonances. Tne legisiation allons a wide range of supportive Seivices and
allowances to be provided to earolices.
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TABLE vl
PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING*

13% (Al Contracts)

|
i
t
| 22°¢ (More than 759 but »
; tess than all contracts)
i
i
|
‘ 14% {50-75%, |
of Contracts) A
! 30% (Less than 257,
i of Contracts)
|
1
i 21 125509,
; of Contracts)
i
P Coarieopicts breacdown of oniy those $DAs uwtilizing oerlozmanw(omraclmg478% of SDAs)
Supportive Services
The vas™ majority of SNAs provide clients with per.onal and/or vocational counseling
(30%), t~arspartation assistance (90%), and child care assistarce (82%) More than half
of the SDAs (36%) provide health care assistance. However, most service dehivery a eas
provice one or more of these Suppartive services only to pa-ticular enrollees (e g., those
who demorstrate substantial need or are 1n a particular traimng program) or only for a
short period of time Specifically
. Nearly three-quarters of alf SDAs (73%) provide some tvpe of counseling
to most or all of their cients withou restriction. The bulk of the
rerd.acer {(11% of ail SDAs) provide i1t only to those who demonstrat »
subs*antial need 7 .
L4 While most SDAs provide some transportation aid, only 31 percent of the
3DAs maxe 1t avaniabie to a)l their pacticipants. Qne quarter of all SDAs
feruite  that  the  particivant demorstrate substantial need while
t-bovmately one-third  (32%)  of all SDAs restrict transportation
sevslance 1o participants in (ertam tvpesof t~aiming
TThe lerge number of SDAs Providing vocational/personal counseling may
D¢ st ted 1o the faet (hat sueh servicas are often part of the SDA's standard
Sttt s stem When s geh counselirg s part of the normal ERRGECIL T
P S ar ray Le said for out of the 70 Percent t-gining monay rather tnan tre
15 pereent usually ser-aside to cover costs associated with Supportive services.
Data were not gathered on the namber of SDAs which provide counseling solely
PSac Lnorhive comyee
15
.
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programs. (Fnrollees 1n on-the-job training programs, for example, are
often not eligible for this service since they receive wages, and therefore
can cover their own transportation coists.)

° One-quarter of all SDAs provide child care without restriction to all
clients who want 1t another 28 percent offer it only to those who
demonstrate substant:al need: and 17 percent it 1t to those in spec 1ic
training programs. Fourtcen percent of all the SDA respondents indicated
that child care was provided to JTPA errollees by a third party through
arrangement with, but at no cost to, the SDA. (Even though & number of
SDAs 4o not provide child care assistance, or only provide it to a hmited
number of participants, many respondents in these local programs
indicated that JTPA enrolle s were of*en eligible for such services through
other agencies, For example, welfare recipients in some cases are
automatically ehg '¢ f child care assistance from the state.)

In total 82 percent \DAs are providing child care services
themsclves, of throug: ents with other orgamzations; this i1s not
surprising given that cre-quarter of JTPA participants (27%)

terminating from Title .A programs during the transition year were
welfare recipients, many of whom wcre receiving benefits and services
under Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) during their
participation in the program.

[} Payment or reimbursement for h2alth-rcleted needs is ususlly available
only n emergency situations, or in those cases whe.e Such services are
necessary for obtaining or kecping a job. In no SDAs did the prowision of
health care assisiance mean the purchase of health insurance. The two
most common types of health care assistance provided by local
empioyment and traimng systems were physical exams required as &
prerequisite for obtain'ng certain jobs and the purchase of giasses.

Almost one-fourth (23%) of ali the SDAs provide additiona} supportive services. Such
ass stance generally falls into one of the following three categories: special clothing,
uniforms, or tools required for obtsining or succeeding in 8 Job; meal reimbursement
or allowarce, and emergency shori-term housing assistance. These types of
supportive scrvices increase an SDA's ability to serve some of those who are In
greatest need.

Hourly Stipends/Cash Payments

Over half of the SDAs (56%) provide hourly stipends and/or cash pajments 1o the:r
particioants 8 Of these servire delivery areas, 43 (8% of all SDAs) provide both cash
cavments and hourly stipends 10 at least some of the enrollees. Such payments, how-

8There 1s no clear distinction between hourly stipends and cash pasyments.
how ever, Intemview. os usually indicated that cash payments are substantially lower ti.80
weoriv st,oends A Digure often quoted by respondents for hourly stipends was the
r.mimum wage, while $30 per weck was frequently cited as the average cash payment.
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ever, are usually provided with restrictions (g, only for inschool youth work
experience or for those who demonstrate substantial need). In less than two pereent of
all SDAs are hourly stipends piovided to all participants. Jther types of cash pay.ents
dre provided to all enrollecs 1n a shightly higher percentage of ail SD As (5%).

In addition to the two percent providing stipends 1o all, another 20 percent of the Jcal
programs provide hourly stipends 1o some participants. in 64 percent of the SDAs which
provide hourly stipends (14% of the total) only those individuals cnrolled in certamn
{raiming programs are eligible 1o receive this assisiance. The bulk of the remaining
S$DAs which provide hourly stipends (26%, or 6% of all SDAS) limit them by policy to
participants who demonstrate substantial need.

Many SDAs yse cash payments instead of hourly stipcnds to subsidize participants.
Forty- one percent of all SDAs provide cash payments on a weekly or other scheduled
basts, usually with restrictions. Specifically, half of the SDAs providing cash payments
restriet them to participants in certain types of training Programs (e.g , on-th@-job
training enrollees are usually not eligible since thev receive wages) while anoter 42
pereent of these SDAs (17% of the total) provide them only to those who demxtgale
substantial need.

Admmisteative Cost bnm

tation

E'ghty-eight percent of the SDA respondents thought the 15 percent Iymitation on
administrative costs had had or would have a suostantial impaet on the SDA’s activitres,
administratire structure, and/or staff Speeifically, £ jercent indicated that the cap
on admimistrative costs had an impact on some aspec f the program in the transitirn
y2ar; an additional seven percent believed the act of the lLimitation was not
sigmficant last vear but would be ths year Gen 13 those respondents who stated
that the 1S percent I'mitation hs¢ no significant impact last year; but thought that it
would this year, attribu’ed the difference to CETA carry-over fynds and special PIC
pianning grants -- funds available only in the transition year.

Almost all consequences of the |5 percent hmitation were seen as negative. Of the four
n.ost commonly mentioned effects, the only one generally viewed as neutral or p e
was the increase 1n ne-formarnce contracts (28% of all SDAs). The three rema. g
impacts included: a reduction ' specialization among staff positions (33% of all SDAs),
decreased monitoring and evaluation activities (29% of ail SDAS), and fewer staff (27%
of all SDAs)  Reduetion in such areas as staff development and ‘ramning, employment
g2nerating activities, and planning were also frequently cited (14%, 12%, and 11%,
respectivelys of 9;) SDAS)

That so 'arge a perceutage of the total number of SDA respondents feit that the 15
percent himitation on admin+~*ratjye e peraes had had, or would have, a negative impact
on the S3A 1S Nt surprisi g given tha( half the SDAs receive Joss than $1.7 million 0
Title 114 funds (the funding source that makes up tre bulk of the money in almost all of
the SDAs}  This means that half of the SDAs have less than $255,000 to spend for
administration of their major program.

lankages

Numerous provisions in the lagislation underscore the phissaphv that job traming
programs mus' be effectively ) nked with other human resource prog-ams In fact,
JTPA mandates that publicly-funded empioyment and tramning activities be coordinated
not only with the vocatioral education commurity, but with educztion 1n gencral, as
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well as with the Employment Services
-ob silitition of the handicapped, economic

publie 1385 Stance 1;encies, progrims for

desvclopment « grrez3tions, *nd other

entities that the governor determines 1o have a d.rect .mpact on job traimng or human

resource utilization within the state.

Because of the 1mportance placed by law on linking JTPA activities and services with

those provided by other human resouree organizations,

what types of written agreements for program
the SDA and various human resource
financial, non- finarcial, or both. The
for services, rather than Joint efforts with

agencies.d
financial agreements were most often eontracts
both parties contributing funds.

NAB asked SDA interviewees
1984 had been devcloped between
Such written agreeinents may be

year

Non-

financial agreements were often for mutual referral of participants and, in & number of
irstances, substantive services were provided by both parties without an exchange of

funds.

As shown in Table Vili, the Employment Service was the ag>ncy with whieh the largest

number of SDAs had es.ablished formal agreements.

Ninety-three percent of the loecal

programs had developed wntten agreements with Jocal Employment Service offices --46

percent of the SDAs had non-finaneial

agrzements; 21

percent had finaneial

arrangements; and 25 percent had both types. A large portion of these agreements were
for recruitment, el gibihity determination, and referral of participants to JTPA training.

Agreements with post-seeondary schools
second and third most common typcs.

agreemems with post-secondary schools and
cdacation 1nstitutions.
post-secondary; 40% for secondary)

and seeondary education institutions vers the
Eighty-six percent of the SDAs had written

82 percent had them wit: secondary

The piurality of such agreements were solely financial {30% for
Slightly less than cne-guarter of the SPAs had both

financial 2nd non-financial agreements with secondary and/or post-secondary education

agencies (3% for post-secondary,

21% for secondary),

while 13 percent had only non-

financial agreemer's with post-secondary education institutions and 21 percent had

similar arrangements with secondary sehools.

About two-thirds of the SDAs sad wr.len agre:ments with welfare and/or vocational

rehabil,, stion agencics Specifically,

68 percent of the service delivery areas had

agreements to work with welfare entities and a shghtly smaller percentage {63%) had

hnkages with vocational rehabilitation ageneles.

The bulk of these agreeirenls were

non- {inancial 1n nature (36% for welfare, 48% for vocational rehabilrtation).

Sightly more than nalf (32%) of the $DAs have agreemenls wilh economic development

agencies,

the matority of which were non-financial

Less than half of tne local

jurisdictions had developed contracts with unemplovment insurance agencies Or non-

specified "othei" types of ent'ties (46" gnd =.w, resdectively)
the aTrecments with unemploy ment insurance 2

were » nancial.

Only seven percent of
gencics or otner non-sdecified agencies

3n an eff-t 10 idennify aciual working relationships, the respondents were asked

o nis' only

ayree rents for cooperation sometimes ev'st.

those agreements which are written, even tnough

substantive wformz,

Nevertneicss, <oine of the written

avTenmen.s are only pro forma and may not wdie, te any real efforts to collehorate
For example, some states require that all SDAs draw up agreements with selected
agencies whethe~ they intend 1o actually work together or nnt.
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SDA PERIORMANCE

Summary of findings

e  JIPA Title lIA ser.ed approximately 600 000 indnaduass dunng
‘he trarsiton year On average, 667 participants tesininatec
from the typicai SDA, 416 of these individuals found jobs

L] Altnough less than half of the SDAs surveyed (44°%) met all of
thew porformance standards dunng the transiton year. five of
the seven standards were met by at least 80 percent of the SDAs
0On 3 natioral bass, four national performance standards were
surpassed (three placemen? rate standards anc adult cost per
placement rate) und one was barely missed (adult wage at
placement) The youth pusitive termnation standard was not
met (The standard for youth wage at placement was not set )

. Craracterstics of those who terminated urder JTPA Titie A are
sery sanilar to those who terin.nated under CETA (Tetle IBC
FY '82) For example the tevel of service to welfare rectprents was
the sarme under the core JTPA anu CETA programs

e  Almost half of the SDAs had trouble meeting their youtn
eapenditure goal but SDAs gave nosingle overridirg explanation
for the problem While certan restrictions in the legislation may
have stymied some SDAs, many others cited programmatic issues
such as slow start up and inadequate mark,-ting

L4 Mos* SDAs met or surpassed the per-entage of welfare recipients
the law required them to serve

L] After youth and welfare reapients. SDAs most often targeted
hign schoo! drop outsand minorities

Qverall Perforrance

Approximately 600.600 ind...duals (360.000 aciits and 240.000 souths) receved
employment and ‘ramming services under JTPA Titie 114 during the mine-month treasition
vear Alihough the average SDA served a total of 1,056 indi/1duals (635 adults and 423
vouth) the number of participants served by the ndivicual SDAs varied widely. For
exampie, four percent of the SDAs enroiled less tnan 100 adults and four percent
enrolled more than 1.750 adu*s. Hall the SDAs served 420 or fewer ar'uits and le<s than
270 youths during the n.ne-manth trans.t'o- period.

1he average service de..very area planned on serving about one-third more partic.pants
in this year’s Title 1IA programs than were served in the transition period. This means
tnat ‘he tvpical local program wiil enroil about 1.400 1ndividuals. This fairly sizeable
~zoge 1 the o crall level of enroliment (3-gely refiec's tne tmere se {rom 8 1 ne-
\onth 1o a 12- month prog=am year Tne ratio of eluits to vmth - &0 percent 10 40
s-reent, respee, cely - 1s expected 1o fe.na” e saine jor both vaairs  Since Tan
SDA- hed problems meeting the requ.-ement to spend 40 percent of Title I'A funds on
vouth even when 40 percent of their enrollees were youths. this ratio may indicate
continuing shortfalls,
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[ cosel oo b Pt ) termnrod Trom S EPY L e Y i
corE e wtup period an average of 067 participants jeft *He pmouraa, Do tre
o e SDAC LS of these fe- minces fo .nd jobs  Snaiditional 2C y.ut s 2t c Gd otter
¢ N v Lateemes such oc returning 1o school, enater ag 3nothe- o=y, 4 %en oam, or
woming the *mhitary  The ave=age wage for those frrcang employ rart w35 §136 per
P $183 and $1.05 for udulls ard outl, respactively. The rerman o 2235 o= ~ynocs
+ tof "he total t67 wio term. ated feom trans trenal verr STPA Titic HA projrams
peTeTor positive” termiress (See Tabic 1IN) Some of these mcivdt als (133 delts;
A2 scuth) jeft the program carly with no Job prosoects

TA3LE IX
. COMPOSITION O7 AN AVERAGE SDA  TERIINATION DATA

Tota' N oerof Terminees = 667
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1 416 Terminees
placed
Giner
DOt ve
outcomes

md . s left trainirg before comple-
$ 3,00 0O or e 2uae e of the rasnrdents (773%) felt
Uty of the evral ce o mhaei.e n2= onal jssues unresated 1o STPA irain ng
N1 0" factor in carn ard Lasacceful teor ration In faet. aimost talf of 'he
SOVt orsrators \45%) beeved that this 1sSue - the enrollees' failure to cope wiln

it peecoral affai-s and take cont.oi of their iives -- was the primary reason for carny

SDA n'emve chanwome sked wRy they b heveq
S Y V1 ’ Wy

T homalior Sueh pessondl prob eins were diverse and rarged from marital discord 1o
- h motcamabd o 1ty get to g ning on time Although the ~us' con nor
T voIntt s s W s - ieved 1o te to the *ta.nees' 3ab. Hy 1o roseve
RN fed T WTFAL the tao rodt st req oty nectned o sins sere
St b tre wase tp ot the o 2 a1 0 s fie ent “hipends (53%) aad lack

ot T e s vees (27%)
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Performance Standards

Respondents in 44 pereent of the SDAs surveyed indicated that their SDAs met all of
the.r oe-formance standards for the transitional nmine-month period. In many of the
scrvice delnery arcas, however. responlents noted that the standards established ior
the SDA were adjusted. sometimes substantially, by the state from the 1984 national
standards. Only two SDAs (less than one percent) falled to meet any of their
standards 10 whether an SDA met il of 1ts performance standards was not ¢ependent
upon whether the PIC was incorporated or whether the SUA was urban, suburban, rural
or a mixture of geographic types

Five of the scven performaice standards were met by at least 80 percent of the SDAs:
adult entered cimpioyment {30%), welfare entered cmployment {88%); youth entered
cipioyment (86%); adult cost per entered employment (84%); and adult average wage at
placement (80%) Youth cost per entered cmployment was met by approximately
taree- Quarters of the SDAs {76%). The youth positive termination ~ate appeared to be
the hardest to achicve with only 72 percent of the SDAs meeting this standard.!! Many
respondents indicated that the re'atively poor showing with respect to mceting their
vouth positive termination goal was due to the lack or late estabhishment of youth
competencics by the STA 1n the transition ycm‘.12

Avcrage placement rates for total adults and welfare adults for the nine-month
tran.ition period were 66 percent and 54 percent, respec’ively. Youth achieved an
entered empsovment rate of 54 percent and a positive termination rate of 65 percent.
The adults had a non-positive terminat.on rate of 34 percent; youths had a <lightly
higher non- positive termination rate (35%).

Under CETA. for Titles Il BC for FY 1983, the adult placement rate was 47 percent
while the youth placement rate was 31 percent -- both numbers substantially lower than
tnose mcneved during JTPA's firs, year of operation. As shown in Table X, for the
1=ansition period, the JTPA nationa! performance standards were: adult placement rate
(58%). welfare placement rate {41%). vouth placement rate (41%), and youth positive
ierm.nation rate {82%) Therefore. with the exception of the youth positive termination
standard, the average SDA surpassed the national p'acement goals.

loRospondenls in 45. or 8 percent of the SDAs, did not know whether their SDA
was successful 1n meeting any of their performance standards at the time they were
interviewed These SDAs were not used in the calculations.

11in NAB's imt al summary release on survey findings, What's Haopening with
JTPA” Hghlights of NAB's 1984 Survey Data, tne percentage of $DAs which met one or

more of their performance standards was inaccurately calculated and are higher than
1n taliy s.ated.

12Yayth competencics are measures of success in e, plovarihitv develvpment
~b.cn nust be establ.shed by the PIC (e g., correctly filling out a )ob application.
pertoriming well in a Job interview).
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I amte of thy v adult ent ~od enplos nent rate, on a tational Biws the ne- e wave
A phicerient for wlults did aot neet the JIPS standard (84 90/hour)  the averige
heurly wage £ adult te minecs at piacement {or the transition period was $4 $3/hour
The youth average hourly wage was /9 cents per hour less -- $4 04 per hour. The
average hourly wage for both youth and adulls was $4 56 per hour (No national
stancard was deveoped for youth tecminating from last yea's programrs ) kscal year
1983 CETA data show that Title H BC terminecs Pad an average hourly wage of $4 44
per hour. (Trere 1s no separate youth and aault breaxdcwn for average hourly wage
under CETIA) (See Tihie V)

TABLE X
PCRFORMANCE STANDARDS

Nauonat

Standard 1TPA CETA
Adu't ptacs nertrate 8% €670 47%
Wel‘aro placerrent sy e 4o 54°%,
Youth plage ne vt 1s1e 41% 54%, 3ty
Youih postive ermi 3,00 rate 82% 65%
Wage’adu't %490 $483 ~

+ %444

l‘l\’ugo/youvh 404 »
I Costaduir ~ acnmens $5 900 $4297
i(‘o\;yo oot ve termunat on $4 900 %4488
G ]

The average ¢ .t for each adult placement achieved in the 1983 84 pregram was $4,297;
the average cost per vou'h positive ter-mination was shghtly h gher  $4,488. (A cost per
entveed empiovment for adults of $5.900 and cost per you'k posvitive termination of
$4.9C0 were estadushed as na'wonal serformance standards for JTPA 'ransition year
programs.)13

Services To Target Groups

S A irterviewees were asked wnether their SDA was having difficulty spending 40
percent of their Titie I1A fu~ds of voulr. whieh was the national goal estabiished by
oTPA but subrect to slate adiustment for iocal circurstances  Almost half of the SDAs
{270 or 48%} indicated that they were having troubie meeting their youth expenditure
goal Sixty of the 270 SDAs (22%, or 11% of all SDAs) which were having diffrculty
were require@ by the state 10 meet spending iove's Figher than the 40 percent overall
§al of JTPA However. 76 0t the 270 SDAs (28 %, or 14% of all SDAs) having dif ficulty
rac ~pinding “r quimt Tents of 156 thar $0 _ercent.

BComparable cost cata are rot avaieble for CETA terminces given major
dif{fe-ences in program desigri between JTPA and its oredeces or {e g, the inclusion of
ATEP WOTR PXDerienc? pProetams whien pa,d 1+ Mt num ware stinend to all enrolloes was
4 Ceminon progran operated under CFTA)  Tne rational cost standards for JTPA's
iaraition vear, however, are sased on CFTA cnst data and altered 1o taxe into account
JIPA stipulations and emprasis  Thesc cost standards may therefore be used as a cough
figtee agarr-t wnien JTPA ¢ata can be cnnpared
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Diters caces v tre SHAs having diff.culty eited tow youth program costs as the most
canmon ¢ s¢ of the low youth expenditires (29%, or 14% of al SDAs)  This was
fotiowed, 11 order of freguency, by lack of stipends (28%, or 14% of ali SDAs), slo
£-og=am sta-t up (27%, or 13% of all SDAs), and inad.quate marketing to youth (21%, o.
10% of ail SDAs} It thus appears that ro one fxctor can be attributed 3s ‘he cause for
the shortcomirg  Furthermore, neither the geographic type of the SD\ nor the overalt
performarce of the SDA appeared to have sigr ficant 1mpact upon an SDA's ability to
et 1ts youth expenditure goal. As noted carliers SDAs were not planning on changing
their ratio of adults and * outh serv2d this year which may indicate continuing problems
1 meeting the 40 percent expenditure requircinent.

N ety . ne ocrcent of the resoondents stated that welfare reeipients had becn served
cgual to, of hi-her than, their proportion of the ehgible population. This 1s not
surprising given tat JTPA mandates that persons receiving payments under Ad to
Families With Deg=ndent Children (AFDC) who are able to work be served equitably.
\isos since welfa~e recipients of.en have income other than that made available by the
.~1ar7 system and often have acce.s to non-JTPA (unded supportive services such as
emaid ame, velfare clierts may be le.s alfccted by the 13 percent hmitation on
GipasPtae serviees 1nclading wages and stipends, they are, in fa~t, a ready-made source
of partic pants for many SDAs.

It tho-e few service delivery areas that were not able to serve welfars recipients
according to their incidence 1n tne population (9%), lack of adequate coordination or
referrals from the weifare office was the most common reason for low weifare recipient
carnliment (37%)  Leack of stipends and insulficient marketing and outrcach ranked as
the second 23 th.rd reasonrs (25% and 21%, respectively)

The overwhelming malority cf interviewees 82%) indicated that therr SDAs had
specified target groups in addition to youth and welfare. Further, such SDAs usually
specificd more than one target group. High school drooouts and minorities were the two
grouns most often targeted (51% and 44% of all SDAs, respectively) Single heads of
household and handicapped persons each received sprcial outreach and intake efforts 1n
avbout one-third of the SDAs,

Re<nondents were asked if the SDA was having difficulty enroihing any particular group.
Fortv-six percent of the interviewces incicated that the SDA was having difficulty
enroihrg members of at least one group. By [ar, older workers (those 55 years and
oider) were the most frequentiv c'ted groun -- over hall of those with difficult.es (56%)
were havirg troubie attract.ng oider workers Tnis 1s one-quarter of all SDAs.

Chient Characteristics

information in Table XI reveals that the characteristies of participants terminatirg
from JTP\ I'itle (A prograrms during the first nine-month period appcar very sirrilar to
those of partic pants iesving +Y '83 CETA Title 1l BC programs:

24
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TABLE XI
CHARACTERISTICS Or TERMINEES

TRANSINON

YtAR FY 83
TITLE A TITLE BC
CHARACTERISTICS JTPA * CFTA "
“eryes 2819, 49 1%,
voth 3900 439 4°°°
! vee fare 27 3% 7 3%
S MeedF g st Spekang 4.3% 4 3%
Hadicapoed 7 3% 8 3%
Drop Outs 26 5% 25 6%
Ve noTH 33 52 3% 51 1%
Hopanic 1290 119%
3k (ot b samg) 32 1% 32 6%
Aot or Aladka Natve 1 3% 137
As anor Pacdic Islander 2 7% 34c,

* Batra o £ Aoual Status Report
Ea fenReporm No 94 Quarterty Sum rary of Parti part Crasactensties U S (oot of
200t oty ment and Fraung Adm 7 s ation pp 2443 4
* e ot odude Titie v of CETA whith iichude 33ustantia numbers of , outh

Althooph the tevel of cervice 1o high sehool dropouts was shghtly highe for participants
termwirating f~om JTPA Title HA traiming programs than for those leaving FY '83 CETA
Titie I'BC o~ograws, ine level of service to high senool graduates mav, in fact, be
£ eater under JTPA than under CETA  Aceording to data based on the Job . aining
Long *udinal Survey {a sampiing of J1PA participants in 184 SDAs) recently released by
*ne Department of Labor, 62 pereent of the enrollees participating in JTPA transition
CBT B o4Tams were hgn school gradua'es compared to 57 4 percent of CETA FY '83
[itle TIBC en-ollees  An explanation for the rhifference 1s that there may be fewer in-
sehont vouth enrolled under JTPA than uncder CFTA

Unemoloy ment Insurance Claimants

Lntil recently, participants in {ederal 'ob traimng orugrams in mos* states could not
tontinue to receive gnempiovinent insurance benefits while in training because federal
a% ~eqarvd that recipients aetively seck, and be availabje for work unless enrolled 1n a
"state 10t oved” ura g act'vity  The loss of benefits was not much cf a probiem
under CETA sinee the majority of participants raceinved stipends or wages However,
with JiPA's 'mit on stipenos, and the prohibition on payment of wages, i1t was {eared
that iramv people receiving unempioyment compensation would be discouraged from
bartic satnz an federaliv-funded job treining programs since they might lose their
;0 it areuranee banefits Ac a result, Covgress permitted unempiovment
Co 100 "ve poents who enrohied 1n JTPA disiceated worker programs to continue
to 1rceve thewr benefits while in tramng  JTPA aso perinits state unemployment
Henefits 1o be counted as part of the stite match required for using federal funus,

It appears that 1o 1, 4f pot all, states have changed their rules to allow JIPA enrollees
to recenve benelits while in trasning, at least on a ease-by case basis  Sixty rercent of
the SDA respondents sad  that participants 11 their program couyld automatreally
contmue to get unemployment insurance benefits while n traiming; another 34 percent
said that they could receive unemploy ment 1nsurance benefits only on a case-by-ease
basts  Omsy frve percent of the SDA respondents s.nd that enroliees couid not continue
to recetve benefits
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FRAINING ACTIVITIES

. SDAs offer a well balanced array of traimng actiities The
percentaqe of enrollees par: ipating 1n both OIT and classroom
vraimn: nas increased significantly over CETA, while work
experience has decreased, yet, SDAs have avoided over-reliance
on a single ccmporent On-the job, classroom skills traning and
pre employmeatimotivatioral training edach are expected to
serve about 40 percent of all adult enrollees this year
Participants in mriltiple training activities account for the number
exceeding 100 percent

(] Nan occupational classroom training was made available to
considerably fewer participants than were enrolled in other types
o*training fless than 20 per.ent of all adults)

. Classroom training, primanly skills training, 1s by far the Ic ,est
category of training expenditure

. The mayonity cf SDAs did not plar to significantly change the
trairing mix 10 this year’s adult and youth programs

L] One-thiru of all participants are expected 1o be enrolled in two or
more major program components (e g, OJT, dlassroom training)
While the average length of training under Title lIA programs
was 12 § weeks and 12 8 weeks for adults and youth, respectively,
considerably less than the av. -age length of training under CETA,
this fevel of sequenced traming indicates that 2 substantial
number of enroliees will receive more in depth training SDA
interviewees also anticipated that partirir unts would be enrolied
for a longer period during the current year -- a time period closer
to1he CETA expenence

Types of Treining Offered

The overwheiming mejority of SDAs have made a wide variety of training programs
avarlable to both aduit and vouth enroliees, All SDAs provide more than one kind of
train.ng for acults, and all but one SDA offers at least two tpes of training for youth.
The overwhelming majority of SDAs have at least four different types of traimng
avaiable to their enroliees. Thus, aimost all SDAs are offering a variety of traimng
ootions and are not relying on a single, narrow approach. Almost all of the SDAs (at
1w ast 92 percent) cffer classroom occupational skills training and a similar percentage
provioe on-lhe-job training. Non-occupational ¢lassroom training (e.g.. basic education,
GED. ESL) and motivational/pre-employment traiming were each provided by more than
80 percent of the SDAs.

In sndityon. at least 70 percent of the lncal jurisdictions offer structi-ed self-directed
job seareh programs, sueh as job clubs, to both vouth and adult participants. Try-out
emnployment, a new achwvity developed specifically for youth under JTPA, 1s being
undertaken 1n 8imost two-thirds of the SDAs surveyed (62%), although the number of
\outh enrolied in these programs 1s low. Work eaperience is the only maior actiiity that
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diffe~s significantly between the youth and adult populat on. I ess than half of the
Junisdictions (47 percent of the SDAS) have adult work c\pericnce programs, while 39
pereent of the loeal jurisdietions offer this sctivity ta youth.

Earollment Lev

1ment_Levels in Various Types of Training
SDA respondents were asked to estymate the percentage of adult and youth participants
expected to be enrolled in the $DA's MA)Or trainIng programs this year (beginning July 1,
1¢84) 14 Enroliment in pre-employment/motivational training and clas room skills
trasning 1n an occupational area ranked highest for both adult and youth clients, with on-
the job training a close third for adults. Participation in work experience programs
ranked lowest for both groups Although 1t 1s not possible to determine exact
pereentages, the nformation n the following tahle indicates that a great many
participarts . re cxpected to be enrol'ed in more than one traiming activity. (See
d'scussion on Sequenced/Coupled Training.) Table XII shows the profile of the typical
SDA's distribution of enroliees among the various activities.

TABLE XlI
1984-1985 PLANNED ENROLLMENT LEVELS
* TOTAL *e TOTAL
TYPE OF TRAINING ADULY YOUTH
Non Occupatior al Classroom 17 25
(e g basic education)
2re EmploymetMotivational 40 48
C assroom Skilts 40 3
.0 Search 28 26
On the 'ob Training 38 25
Work Experience 6 17
Try Out Employment 18
' Ouner 2 3
Tre et ntaues {0 bOIN youtr angadul G a wel Above 100 wWhicr indiates'ra marySCay
478 £1a7MNQ 0N £7101hNG LAMIGPAMS 1N MUt DiE tr Ay DIOGramY J
L — —

Fven thorgh the data in Table \IY are not directly comparable, 30 percent of the
partieipants in CETA FY 82 Title BC programs were in work experie yce while only six
per.en are expected to be enrolled 1 such JTPA Title IIA Programs this year. (This
substactial reductior in work expenience reflects the imitations placed on this activity

14These are planning estimates only aid the gquality of the responses vary
significantly and depend on the way programs are planned 1n the SDA.
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i
| TABLE XMt
i
‘ JTPACETA ENROLLMENT LEVELS BY ACTIVITY
i PLANNED JTPA
| WEIGHTED CETAFY '82
| . _TYPEOF TRAINING AVERAGE * TITLEUBC**
i
i
Non Dccapar onat Glass vomr 120 ~°
Pre bmp oy rerl™Motsationy! 24% -> S4%
Crassroom Skdls 20%
i sob Searth 15%
; o7 18% 13%
i Work Feper ence 6% 30%
' Try Out 4t -
I Otrer 1% 3%
\ ¢ Caioate@ scgdate nabie xn
i ve Tatwet 3 Annual £Tpioyment ang 11 aining Repott for tne

n JTPA) Both OJT and c'assroom traning, however, show increases in the current
JTPA Title liA program over the FY '82 CETA Title IIBC orogram. Thirteen percent of
*nc ce ple enrolled 1n th's CETA program were in on-the-job training compared to 18
percent of thuse eipected to be involved in this yes~'s JTPA program. Although 1t 1s
"+ pess.bie to determine tne level of Incrcase or decrease In classroom trainirg programs
between JTPA and 12s predecessor, 1t Is clear the. a large percentage of the total JTPA
\ a~ticidants are anticipated to be enrollec n thss activity, (Multiple enroliment 1n
various tvpes of classroom lrainng activiies under JTPA makes a direct correjation
between JTPA and CETA information impcssible.)

Chanzes 1n Tramning

The percentage breakdown of the c.erall training mix 13 this vecar's adult and vouth
*~aining Programs was not perceived to be significantly different from that of the
t-arsition year.l  Speaifically, 77 percent of the interviewees stated that the
pervertage breakdown among the various training activities for adult participants wou'd
re~110 stable batween the two vearss whiie two-thirds (67%) indicated the sa.ne for the
~~ atane enrollment leve's among vouth programs

15 Respondents were asked if the relative percentage o{ participants enrolled 1n
1~ s v ars programs differed "sicnifcantly” from those offered during the 9-month
- aumion Ine term "sigmficantin' was snterpreted variouslv DV the interviewees.
Fur bee, 110 aata were gatherad on the magnitude of the changes.
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As shvann Table NIV, where chan tes were evpreted to ocer with respeet 1o tae adult
pToErams, they were primarily 'n the on the-job and occupationad slails Ny
components. Over half of those v ho cxpecte:’ sigmficant (h mges (57%) stated that &
greater pereentage of participants would be enrolled i:n on tre job t-aining srograms and
one thurd of them pla ed to »f ¢r more clissroom skills trnming cour 'S *his year
(Only esght pereent of the inte-viewees who indicated that the prograrm mix would

change sig aficanty, “ *ha. . ‘ver ch~’ s would be enrohied in OJT, whele 21 percent
predicted decreased equpy v v e praonal skills traiming programs )
TABLE X1V

CHANGES IN ADULT TRAINING PROGRAMS
(23% of all SDAs)*

63%s -~ R
S T s —
e ! | KEY
v o | "]
{ INCRLASE =
e l
} { j
4020 DeCFEASE =
o 13, ’_ . - E_
f
3051 - -l .
254,
: 217
20%  -- " ™
3 M| .
n - l
9 1% k- e, ] . L) o
e - ' -
| ] J L] ! I [
[ RS N | : ! | o N
Q47 Gecupa Pre Non Job VVOrk Other
1or al tmploy Oc.upa Search fxper
Sxilis ment uonal rence
Trainng T aimning

Type of Fraiving Program

* Crartshowsieverof change only for thos- SDAs where enrolimentn ateast one *yoe o! viogram evel

crargedsicn ficantly 1 e only 23% of total numbe of SDAS

About une quarter of tnose antic pating changes 1n “he adult ¢ra ning progtems said that
tnere would be nore pre-empiovincal training and nen-occupational clessroom training
(25% and 27%, respectively), 18 pereent planned on grcater job search activities, nine
N cent ant.eipated more worx nxperieace. and ~Pgpt percent panected a rejative
Tetoosear tre enro lment of clients i urspecified "other"” progtams

ki
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Tre a~iy adu't program aetivity for wheh more SDAs cxeetad g rme top run bor of
deereased enroliments than increased enrollnmerts w1s wark ca\defenee 16\ doecrease
.n adult work experiencc programs was planned in 17 pereent of the sites Less trin 15
percent of those planning on ehanging their achivity mix indicated shat a sraller
percentaze of the adult participants would be enrolied in nor oeeupitinmal serlls t-aiming
(123), pre ¢ ~plovment training (6%), Job seareh (7% and other non specified activities
(2%).

Of those respondents antieipating changes in the distribution of youth among the various
sctivities, the greatest charge s in try-out employment. (See Table XV.) Over half of
these SDAS (56%) are offering more try-out empiovment activities for vouth; only seven

TABLE XV
CHANGES IN YOUTH TRAINING PROGRAMS
(33° of all SDAs)

60% [~ g0 o e T
| il KEY k
L | 1 i
e R
. s0% | - [ INCREASE = r—j :
e — i
DECREASE =
! 40%¢ 36% L ,]J
3a8% e
<] 31%
! 307 1— 250, 26%
!
< !
h 207 B~
a 1 . 12%
n 10, Lo 7% 8% 8%
[} _ 4% .
e _] o 2%
0 &
Try Ou* Pre- Non oir Occupa- Other
Employ wccuoa tionat
men' tona C assroom

Ciassroor

Tyoe of Training Program

* Chart shows level of change only for those SDAt whe e enrol'=1c~* 11 at [east one tyoe of program tevel
(rangec s gn ficantly te o-ly 33°%; of toral rumber of 3D4s

oD Interviewees often stated that tney plarr:d irce-sis n 25 ohnent wee s

- o2 s 1 7g aetivities aithout antie pat ng dedrerces estwiere. TS s o sihye

tovs ~o 12 1otal funds a.e iable inereases in Zoing from 3 n.ne to a 12 menth poejmam
oL

vaar, and tncse additional of funds May be used to incresse funding to priority programs
without redueing the number of participants in other activities.

31
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T en T T nack LS Aty Aheut soe toird of 1 e SDAS antend to
Tt e ame poe e pisyment, Dol ced ot Covartom oy s, and on the b
Ut g aetiaties for vouth (36%, 34%, and 31%, respectively), while approximately
e gaarter will provide nore “other” and oceupalional ciassroom traming. A relative
P rtodsd ecroliment Jevel i job search activities 11d work exper.ence 1s expected i
duotone 100 (f these SDAS (20% ind 22%, respeetnie’yt Less thin 15 percent of the

A w i T oss tracurg o ary of tre activities
Loy - mg
A horesasit 1o Hong term vs short term ir- ning. SDA Interviewees were asked to
STt tray reentage SE the aduit and youth partieipants evpected to be enrailed i1n
<7 L s meewr g, diffesent der sths of tranNgd more than 24 weexs. 17-24 weeks, 8-16
whikee o do'ess than 8 weeks Tahle \VI shews that the tvpical SDA planned
#TTliTen s npragra as of the fallowing lengrhs

TABLE XV

! PLANNED LENGTH OF TRAINING

% ADULT  yOUTH

Mora ran 28 weaks 22" 26%
172 weens 23% 367%
18 Thweans 279 26°0
;Lus rangweers 12% 12%

im0 e of re fact that about one-quarter of the ohen's in the typical SDA are
(R ad e e nvoned o JTPA traIning requining more than 24 weeks. adprox'mately
# T'ro -2 SDAsan ‘erpate that none of their paticipants will be enrolled in tnese
7Tt oaroegmame (17% for adult, (9% for veuth)  Thirtv-nine pe-cent and 44
Tree t of tme SAS, wcnAver, are not p:anung on offering any traiming programs less
fTomtvo months o duratlon for aoult apd youth participants, respeetively.
U aves erodatt cipaty 3 ne for adult term ees 11 Title 1A training programs during
TTeTstorvear woo 15 weers ‘Ne d.etage lergth ¢ tra'ring fo- vouth  as similar
IR vrexs G et mimoct twe-ttaeds (61%) of the participaris in the average
YA et cwnected o Le ennovied A ATOETAMS cperaling more than 16 weeks, while
».0i7e” 2T Sasient are plannad o participate m activities of an 8 12 weex duration, it
T e-t that many SDAs are exoret1ng that manry more of their enroilees will be
' e PIlETM T4ty PgTaMS than was 'ne zce during the transition

-oAlT

Uowe= Crra, for 1Y '83 Title HHC. tne averade jeng‘h of tramning for aguits was 22 2
»#s atd for voutr 209 weeks The longer partic’pation i1, CETA may n part be

S s BV e (0TS earably hgner use of work evorsience upder CETA ‘han under
oo CUFETY (Gt 2xper enre typically acted 26 weaks whise other types of
- ' Tte s Hen

1T wroud be ncted that tne average time of participation 15 not exactly
¢ MaATabie to parnad jergth of teoining. The avi-age participation period 1s towered
TTTT T e antan o agt belore conopleting the piansed jengtn of training.

32
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Scquenecd/Coupied Traming

JTPA administrators wcre asked to cstimate the percentage of the SDA's rarticipants
expected to be involved .n scquenced or multiple traimng progrems. On ave igc, aimost
one-third of ihe en-ollees (32%) are expected to participate in morc than one
program.le One-third of the SDAs planned on having no more than 10 ncrcent of their
chents participate in multiple activitics, and one-fifth of tne SDAs cxpccted that more
than half of their participants will receive traimng 1n at least two activihes. The
remasning 47 percent indicated that between 10 and 30 percent of their cnrolices wouid
participate 1n more than one kind of training Five percent of the SDAs planned that all
participan', would be 1nvoived in multiple training programs.

Althoug + the avcrage length of trasming for Dboth edult and youth participants
termir *ing from transit'on year JTPA programs was between 12 and 13 weeks, the
substa itial pcrcentage of cnrollees expected to participate in multiple training
activi 1es may indicate that while some peoble are involveu 1n short-term activities,
other, are recciving more in-depth traimng Also. the fairly substantial number of
parti.ipants anticipated to bc involved 1n more than one conponent implies that SDAs
are, indced, expecting to have participants enroied 11 JTPA pr-grams for a longer
period this year than last year

Classroom occupational skills traiming followed by on-the-job training were the two
training componcnts most frequently coupled by the SDAs (24%). Shigh'ly fewcr SDAs
(22%) are offering a combination of non-occupational classroom traiming and classreom
sk'lis traimng while 15 percent of the SDAs provide non-occupational vlassroom training
coupied with on-thc-job training as a common multiple training rombination, Motiva-
tional tramning coupled with @ classrooom occupational skilis ccmponent or slructured
Job saarch program are trainmg sequences used less frequently (10% and 9% of the
SDAs, respectively)

18The cata shown in Table X1l would seem to indicate that more than one-third of
the participants are cxpected to be enrolied 11 multiple traiming programs. There ma:
se *wo resvons for this:  First. some partic pants may be en-olled in mere *nan !0
activitres. and thercfore would appear nore lhan twe times, and second. SDA
respondents often did not include participa™is wno were cr-oiled 10 activities genershy
of short duration or those taken in preparation of the core program (e g., pre-
cmpioyment training or yob clubd) as «sultiple program enroilecs.

33
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PRIVATY TNDUSTRY COUNCH, ORGANIZATION AND ACIV.TIES
Summary of findings

3 The »verege PIC continued to consist of 25 members, with 14 of
thoso members from the business community Almost two thids of
e business members were from businesses  f joss than 100
emuioyees Nationwide, there 1s equal repres. ntation by chief
cxecut ve officers and other businiess executives

¢ Attenadine by all members was good and turnover was fow with
turrover usually resulting from persoral rcasors and not from
rustration or dissat sfaction with JTPA

® Both PIC chairs and SDA staff were consistent in therr positive
assessment of the PIC’s role and impact reinforcing the fact that
both the puhlic and orvate seciors had generally devcloped
ety satisfactory relat.onshios

® Busu essunvolvement appears to have increased since the beginning
of JTPA with the PICs having iore substantial furctions in many
areas compared to the transition year

@ Anout 250 PICs are now incorporated - oyver 100 more than last
yrar Incorporation do€s not seem to have a significant effect on
Prugeam results, but is associated with greater PIC involvement in
cerlan key SDA activities

PIC Composition

At ugn g vdual PIC s embersinp varies considerably -- from a iow of I3 members to
a " ygh of 122 the averaze PIC consist of 25 members, 14 of whom {(55%) are
TrpTesen athves from tne bus:ness community  About 8,500 busiress volunteers are
servani on PiCy natonwide  As shown in Table XVII, the breakdowr of representatives
on a~ average PIC 15+ 14 from busicess, three from edue-tion, two from organi: ed
abor, one fram vocational rehasnlitation, *wo from commumity-based organizations, ons
v 1Tom o cconamic develoament apd the Emriovinent Service, and one other who s
r© LA 8T Deesentative of a particular elient group, pubnc ass'stance agency, or local

cetec otficial (Inese findirgs are 'dentical 1o those found by NAB in 1ts 1983 survey
01 SNDAs)

Of *~e 14 5 \ate sector members on the typrzal PIC, the majority (9) represent

“om¢ w5 w b iess than 100 empicvees Three privale seclor members represent

it s zeq companmies (106 - 500 empiovees) and two represent large f.rrs (over 500

. ~vesh Tnerefore, of the 8,500 business volunteers serving on PICs aeross the

+ HPv, appraxiinately 5,400 represent small business; 1,800 represent mediam-sized

v panes, and 1,000 represen. jarge firms  Not surprisingly, it s Tar more lixely for

‘ © 0t T'atives from large firos to serve on boards in ureeoan 11d saharsan SDAs

or w Ta gl wesdetions dn facts respbondents from seme ru-al SDAs ind ¢ated

e vae e e ccareity of large businesses in their arcas the rec-uitment of PIC
T s niatnes from such companes 1s dif ficult, L not impussible
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TABLE XVii

COMPOSITION OF AVERAGE PIC

Empioyment Service

teonomic

Oeverooment Otrer

Commumity Based
Organ 23708

Rebkabilication

Grgan zed Labor —
Susines,

[{-FICNT R

Among all private sector members out half are chiel evecutive officers. In fact,
some states regaire that PIC merm » be chief executive officers or persons holding
symilas positions of authority, O wo-*hirds {T7%) of the chief executive officers
<e=v1ng on private ndustry count are representatives of bucinesses with fewer than
100 e~nlovees

PIC Mem%er Turnove,

PIC me'nb~. turnover was low. Four of the 25 members on the typical PIC res:gned or
" since their imtia'  appointment., with three of the four being business
~epresentatives interviewees n both the la~ge SDA sur' ' and the PIC chair stucv wnere
asked 10 prov:de reasons for the private se tor turnover

Both the PIC chairs and the SDA staff most of .en attributed privale sector turnover to
rerenns unrelated to JTPA Such reasons As "moved to another city,” “left the
ccmzaay.” or “poor necalth” were note. bv 71 percent of the PIC chairs and 66 percent of
the <74 adrministrators Other commonlv rited reasons Included: PIC membership
secuired 100 great a time commiiment (61% of both the PIC chairs and SDA
.nterviewees), and removal from the PIC by its bylaws or chair because of poor meeting
attencance (35% of the PIC chairs and 17% of the SDA administrators). Leaving at the
end of the PIC's normal term of service was 8lso cited bv both sets of respondents (PIC
trare 11%, SDA staff 12%) Less than 10 pereent of the recpondents 1n either s.rvey
atir *uted private sector resygnatiors 1O such 1ssJes as disagreements with SDA staff or
with 1re 1ocal esected official, or 10 a member's belief that the PIC was ineffective or
1ad ton hittie authority.
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SDA interviewees wer> asked if the PIC had problems mantinng or replacing
memters A fairly sma  number (12%) indicated that during the transition year they had
difficulty recrurting new members or keeping PIC volunteers. ln over one-third of the
SDAs (38% or 6% of all SDAs® where such problems wera said to exist, excessive time
requirements placed on PIC members was cited as the reason for the PIC's difficulty in
maintairy g full memoership. Lack of a sufficient or aggressive recruitment strategy
was the second most commow =~=<on, neted bv 12 percent of those having problems in
this arca (*% o all SDA respondentsl. Th: ¢ siness community's pereeption that the
PIC was weff ctive and state nposed .<stfictions on membership (e g., only chiel
executive officers couid sit on the PIT! were cach oited by 10 percent of the
respondents from SDAs with member recruitment or retention problems, or 2 percent of
ai! SDAs,

Operation of PICs
About two-thirds of the PICs meet monthlV (62%) with most of the others meoeting

either by monthly (19%) or quarterly (12%) Overall PIC attendance averages 72
pe-cent, whiie average private sec*~r a**~ndance 1s slightly lower -- 69 pereent and 70

percent according to SDA and Jndents, respectivelv  Only two percent of
the PIC chairs and s:ix peree »DA administrators (ndicated that business
member attendance was genera. > than 50 percent

PIC incorporation

bort. three percent of the private industry councils were incorporated at the time of
con'sct  An additional seven pe.eent of the PiCs planned on incorporating during ‘the
vear (Data from the 1983 survey of all SDA showed t,at one-guarter of the PICs were
inco-porated 4t the time of contact while just unde- one-quarter planned or incornora-
ting )

White t,ere 1s nol significant difference in Title 1A allocations between ineorporated
and un ncorporated private industry councris, as indicated earler, incorporated PICs are
almost twice as likely to be recipients of non-federal funds as are unincorporated PICs
Oher differenees noted between incorporated pICs and those not incorporited include
stafling, stacus as the admimstrative entitys and ro'e in the SCA's major activities -~
incorpora’ed PICs are five times more hkely to Lave staff of their own (53% vs. 9%); six
t'mes more nkelv to be the administrative entity (75 SDAs vs. 5 SDAs); and are
somewhat nore likelv to have a sigmificant level of savoliement in most key SDA
actisities {c g, P'anming. seic2ton of training, selection of contractors).

PIC Involvemeni

Gene=ally, both the private sector interviewees and the SDA adin.mstrators sard private
niustny councils weee <igmif cantis involvew 1n the planning and administration of the
wocai progtars  F ghty-two percent and 80 percent of the PIC chawr and SDA
respondents, respectively. stated that the PIC plaved a sign {icant roie In overall
olanning and pohicy development for the SDA  (See Tab' XVIIl.)

W th respect to oecific actinitics, more than two thirds of the PIC cha'rs ciled three
a0 as anere they perceived the.r PIC 1o hase cubstent.al invohvement gelcetion of t.pes
of training (73%), <clection of se*viee providers (70%j; and evaluaton of iraining
programs (67%). Trese came three activities were ranked highest by the SDA respon-
dents, although a somewhat larger proportion of the sDA staff saw thcir PICs as being
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, TABLE XVIlI
' LEVEL OF PIC INVOLVEMENT
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«gr.carthy imvolved 1n the<e are3s seieetion of types of traiming (84%), selection of
w0~y re oroviders (R83%), and progra n evalus 1on activities (72%)
O ~+-jf *~e ~~svondents f~om poth survevs .ndicated tha* the PIC piaved a substantia!
~Co on puhhie resations activ.ties amd catreae™ to the bus ness community  Again, more
SDA responcents generallv belreved trat tre PIC played a substantial role in these areas
t i e PIC chairs  kifty frve percent of the private sector respondents stated that the
wo nidevrtad substantial time and enerZy to these two act vities. whiie 70 percent of
* o SDA 0 qlf resoonded eew se
Ri* tre PIC chairs and the SDA administ~ators ranred the same tnrce arees lowest in
rerms of PIC invonvement. tracwing enrollinents and expenditures on a regular basis,
cnp mamket sarvess, and fundraising Close to half of the = -epandents in each survey
L A »eir g cubstant,atly .avolved 10 the tracring activity (17% (f the PIC
= g s of the SDA interviewres), Sigmficart o vement by tne PIC in
401 vimies re ated 1o abor market surveys wes cited oy 42 percent of the Dduc ness
intery ewsry and one-third of the SDA staff. Funcdraising was raied as the activity in
Whoh the To sest number of PICs had substantial participation (14% of the PIC chairs
410 % o th e SDA resooncents)
3-
[
-
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Incorpurited PICs show a somewhat higher ievel of involvement in must SDA activities,
The difference 1s greatest .n the area of fundralsmg, in which the incorporated PICs are
twice as likely to be actively involved as gre unincorporated private industry councils.

Changes in PIC Role

Shghtly more than half (51%) of the PIC chairs said that the role and functions of the
PIC had changed 1n major “ways over the last year. By far, the most common changes
mentroned were those Indicating an increased role or level of involvement of the P,C
members in the .ocal program. A greater role in policy development and plarning,
vperational decision-making, and determining the SDA's training activities jed the |ist of
changes cited (29%, 27%, and 15%, respectively). Only two of the 83 chairs interviewed
ndicated a dechine 1n involvement on the part of the PIC 1n the SDA's operations and, 1n
one of these cases, the cited reason was greater confidence by the PIC members in the
st ff's capabriies.

PIC_Member Satisfaction

\s part of the PIC ctair survev, the interviewees were asked whether their colleagues
whe serve on the PIC were generally satisfied with the council's role and jevel of
resporsib ity The overwhelming majority responded affirmatively. Nearly three-
quarters (71%) of the chairs interviewed 1nd cated that the private sector PIC members
were geaerallv pleased with their involvement in the local program. Furthermore,
another 17 percent indicated that the members were generally satisfied but had
corcerns in cert~in areas. Only 12 percent of the chairs indicated that PIC businesg
remnbers were dissatisfied on the whole.

Among the 24 PIC chairs ewpressing dissatisfaction. either 1n specific areas or n
gene al, the most commonly mentioned problem (noted by 12 of the 24) was
dicagreement w'th state staff over policies or procedures mandated by the state agency
resporsibie for the JTPA, or the timeliness or manner with which the state agerey
resporvied to SDA :equests. The second most frequentlv mentioned area (noted by 10 of
the 24) was that 100 much paperwork was reouired of PIC members and that dealing
with It was too Lime- consuming. Seven out of the 24 chairs indicating some ley | of
dissatisfaction mentioned that PIC member unhappiiess stemmed from the perception
tha' 5D 4 staff and operations were dominated by local elected officials; seven of these
24 1's0 sad that dsagreement among the various iocal elected officia:s hampered the
PIC

Staffing

In the overwhelining majority of service uehivery areas, private industry councils rety on
inforimaton and sudport provided by the staff of the admimstrative entity, which 15
of'en a iocal gover, nent agency. Only shigntly more than one-quarter of the PICs (28%)
have staff that resort directly to them. (In half of these cases, the PIC 1s the
administrative enti v or the grant recipient.)

I"earporated PICS - -e far more | kely to have staff than those not incorporated. Fifts -
tiree percent of the incorporated PICs have staff while only nine percent of the
unrro-porated PICs bave their gwn cmployees. This 1s true whether or not the PIC acts
as the admimnistrative entity. Incorporated PICs that are not .he administrative entity
arc twice as likely to have staff as are unincorporated PICs. Of course, most PICs
124%) t-at are the admin strative entity are incorporated and have staff.
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Geperally, 21C ¢F1 s were satisfed with the 'evel and competeree of tre ~upport
provided to the comnest Over 70 peicent of the chiwrs wndieitcd that there were no
unresulyved problems Lietween the PIC and SDA «taff «nd many. in f3ct, commended the
staff's performance  Of those raising concerns, the most commonly mentioned problem
(cited by nine out of the 22 cxp-cssing concesrs) was a f ust-ation with siow and
sumbersome government operational proesdures and poheies  Confheting goals between
the PIC and local leeted officials were mentioned as a probiem by scven of the 22
mdieating dioblems, Too much Piperwork, 1r3dequate respons veness to PIC requests.
and an overly bureaucratic stvie were cach mentioned by five of the 22 respondents as
r3v,ng a negative .mpact on SDA operations.

Sgmife oty fewer SDA adiimstrators (7%) than PIC chairs (27%) stated that there
were cxisting unreso ved problems between tne PIC and the SDA «taff  Where SDA
interviewces noted that such pbrobiems exsted, they were usually attributed to one of
1wo 15sues Lonflier over the role of the PIC, or d\agreement betwecn the chief elccted
(tfie al and the PIC cver the god's or emphas.s of the local program
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ARALYSH OV SEA LK AND TOCAL RFLATIONS
Sun aary of Nindings

L] About hatf of the SDA o ministrators indicated tF at they v.cre
Wssatsfed witn state J1PA admunists stion Howes or, two thirdas
of those dissatisfiod are concentratod (n 1) states

L] PIC chair views are ut best nuced concerning the effectiveness of
the State Job Tramming Courdinating Counal in developing
staronade policios 0 araking a d forcnce in focal JTPA programs
artninvolarg b ness penpie L th J1PA

L] Statos have designed a varety of ind  dual reporting systems for
then SDAs, the amount und tyne of infonnat an requested varies
cors ecrably as does 1ts value to SDA day to day management of
MO nrgran

SDA Satisfaction with the State

S b wete tan ralf of the SDA interviewees (T5%) »d cated *hat thev were
poneralh Latisfied with the performance of tre state agency and staff chorged with the
vl toof ocal JTPA prograns.!d  State specific data show that all *he J1PA
rdmistralors an six states were gencrally nleased with the state's perforinanee. Such
states were those having relatively few SDAs (less thap 12) Al 1e35t two-thirds of the
SN respordents inancther 1 states sere satisfied on the whole with state procedures
and <taff as were »aif or more of the interviewees in 12 additional states

Qo= half {(38%) of the SDA admar.strators who expressed dissatisfaction with the state
were cuveentitated in seven states, and two-thirds of them were located in 12 states.
Lnese states rad *he Limges' nunber of SPAs and the Ia=gest Title 114 alocation  In
© v one state were all tne resnondents unhappy with the state  Most of the SDA
admin sirators not pleised with the state's neriorm ance listed more than one area with
whieh ey were dssatisfied  Of those not satisfied. the most frequent reasons cited
meludec 100 miuch paperwork 1s reauired: state staff 15 too slow 1n resoonding 1o SDA
requestse state saff oacks the necessamy ewserience and knowledge, time frames
mpcaed by the sinies sme uateastic and teo *':zht. and tne siate s much too
freseriprve cvemall Each of IFese = 4v0ns was provided by asorovimatelv 15 percent of
tie otal numver of SDA staff atcrviewed, or one tnmird of those wno expressed
crsvanisfactior

SV imterviewnrs were asked in wh oh areas tre state had provided good assistance
Vos, neemviewe s noted 8t ieist *we aress in v ach they felt the s*ate w +s pa~t eularhy

«se Alinest one-kall of tne ressindants {46%) ¢, ted gzood general tochmeal
sewtances and 34 pereent noted guod tecnnical assistanee on the es.ablishment of
f agagenent information svstems  [he neat most frequent answers were concise and
wel wmtten nolieyv stalements, clear defimitions of cost categories and reporting
e rrtsoand Lot 23Sstanee in developir porfOrM ance <1y dards (eaon . o oned
nooent b caent of the SNV Vimost one-fath of 11 3Dy o, - S10%) enuid
o em s sloeh e s ate Pl prov dad sred ¢ <1 Ly e,

. -
1oQuestio ps pertaming to the state wete not esecd of SDA adny sirilors in
CATiw e sy re gt yomy greas
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Ihese <ame anterviewces were also asked 1n what areas e state had been over-

- ncriptive or otherwise caused problems. Approximately tv _-fifths of the respondents

\ wuh) feit trat the state was overly prescriptive in °*ts reporling requirements and the
amount of paperw ik 1t required, while over one-fourth (29%) indicated that the state
was o erly prescriptive 1n the defimtion of cost categories. Other areas nol as
frequently cited included: restrictions on PIC m mber configuration (15%), specif'2

a aspects of coordination criteria (13%), and int ference with the selcetion of target
groups (10%). In 26 percent of th> SDAs, howcrer, no problem of any kind with the
state was mentioned.

State Job Training Ccordinating Councit

. fhe PIC chairs were asked tw~ nuestions about the perceived effectiveness of tt+ State
Job Training Coordinating C They were first asked If the state ~ouncil was useful
m developirg statewide po’ nd s ~tivties that m.'e a difference 1n the oversll

effectiveness of the loca' JT' » programs. Of the 77 respondents who had vn -"inion, 42
percent felt that the council was useful 1n this regard, 31 percent felt 1° ‘as only
somewhat telpful, and 27 percent txlieved 3t was not useful at al.  (Six of the
respondents indicated that they werr ot familia enough with the staic council to
respond to the question.)

PIC chairs were also asked whether the state vouncil was effective 1n attracting private
sector or empioyer involvement in the JTPA. The ureakdown of responses 1s similar to
that found in the first question dealing with the state council. Of the 74 ehairs who had
an opiniion. 42 percent indicated "yes, the council was effectine;” 26 percent said "no, i1t
had no substantial 1mpact;” and 32 percent felt the council was "somewhat effective.”
Nine of the PIC ¢ 1irs held no opimion.

Under the decentralized manegement svstem of tne Job Training Partnerstip Act, the
state has a primary role in the reporting of participant characteristics (age, race, sex,
welfare status, ete.) and performance data (job placements, positive terminations, costs,
etc.) for all federally fundeu employment and trsining programs. Enrollments and
general characteristics must be reported to the U.S. Department of Labor quarterly and
a more detailled Annual Status Report {covering such information as number of
«~roliments and termmatio: ~. detailed termnation characteristics, and youth and adult
program costs) must be subm tted on the major programs for each service dehivery area
after the end of each program year. Although the comprehensive SDA survey was not
designed tc study s*ate and loca] management information systems, a number of i1ssues
were uncovered s the course of interviewing SDA administrators.

Alttor 2« tre states are requ to collect and report the information according to
sis «ard c2d rational definitions, they have been left free to design and 1mplement any
reliabie and accountable reporting systems for their respective service c¢shivery areas.
Tnese repcrting systems nust include at least the information required by the federal
gr eenment but may alsv include other information which the state believes may be
se.eTr 7l 10 the SDAs or nec*ssary 1o the carrying out of other state resporsibilities
v de=tn2 Act,

tates Lave exercised A great deal of latitude .~ designing their individual reporting

svste ns for Title 11A participant characteristic and performance information. Most
ciqte JTPA admimis °'~~, appear to have taken corsiderable care in developing
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credible reporting <ystems. (Thirty-one percent of the SDAs credited the states with
providing good technical assistance on reporting systems.) Many states arc using up-to-
date compu er technology to gather and process the information n a timely and
accurate manrncr,

Nevertheless, the short time allowed to develop these complex systems {often with no
previous statewide system in place) has left many of them with some apparent
drawbacks. For exainple, in many states the first priority went to designing systems for
comphance reporting without much attention being given to the utiity of the
information Jor local SDA management purposes. In those states, SDAs which did not
have rehable manual backup systems were lef* virtually without information on the
orogress of their local progra™ during the yes- Even in states where there was regular
fecedback of information to the SDAs, there was often lLittle training for SDA staffs
(especially the many new SD/s without previous cmployment and training cxperience)
by the states ini the use of the information for management purposes.

rhe amount ot information gathered also .aried widely among the states. The fedcral
reporting forms require the mimimum information needed to track the progress of the
program from a national perspcctive, but not enough information for experienced
employment and training anagers and planners to design and evaluate their programs.
In states which gathered only the mmimum information needed for federal reporticg
systems, the value of the stale systems 1o local SDAs was sharply curtailed.

At the other end of the spectrum, some states required extremely detailed information
(based on CETA report.ng requirements or on an apparent overzealousness for tracking
of SDA activities and performance on the part »f state administrators). In sddition, the
finanz1al and participant reporting systems were not always consistent between the
various sta.> administe~ed JTPA programs and Title I'A. In such cases, the amount anu
the incorsistency of reporting ~as considered an unnecessary adm ustrative burden,
especially for smaller SDAs which have very limited admimstrative { |nds.
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CONCLUSION

The 'ob Tra.mng Pactnership Act has caused significant changes in the wey job training
prog ams are conducted. As with any new legislation, tnose involved In implementing
JTPA must move through several x2y stages. First, they must forge new nsbitutions
and relationships. Then. while mimmizing disruptions in service, these Institutions must
plan pew programs and begin to operate the Over time, programs have to be refined.
Finally, 1mpact necds 10 be assessed to determine the effectiveness of the programs --
whether o* pot they operated efficiently in making a diffecence 1o the people served.

The first mne mo ths of JTPA aud the imtial sieps taken prior to that timne have shown
encouraging Progress in oving through the stages outhncd above.

New public/private partnerships evolved. While these efforts were 1mitially difficult,
the public and private sectors struck new balances of power that have remained stable
and mutually satisfactory. In 1ost cases, the partners have resolved their differences,
and thewr relationsmps under JTPA have not required major shifts in roles or caused
major disruptions 1n servicé.

The private sector volunteers have shown a continuing level of commitment and have
generally increased their role as the nine-month transition period ended. The roles and
functions of the PICs have tend2d to increase, and with them, business involvement.
Turnover has been low and members who jeft the PICs gcnerally did so for reasons
unrziated to ‘rustration with the program. Despite the time commitment required,
nost business members attend meetings regularly, usually monthly, and the majority of
members are satisfied with their roles and responsibibities,

Although planning was often rushed, many of the activilies undertaken during the nine-
month transition period have been very positive. Five of the seven performance
stancards were met or exceeded by 80 percent of the SDAs. This means that overall
more adul*s and vouth were placed in jobs and at lower costs per placement than
stipulated in nationa’ standarus.

SDAs have established muiti-faceted traiming programs. Although many people had
evpressed concern about over-rel'apce on on-the-job traiming, the past nine months'
experience and anticipated activities for the current year point to extensive use of
classroom skills training as well as OJT and pre-emplovment and motivational training.
The wide variety of traiming providers 1n most SDAs further points to the variety of
traimng designs.

1t 1s »lso a positive Sign that there has been an ef{fort 10 reach out to other agenci?s to
take advantage of their programs and sevvices. While these efforts are not yet well
devesoped 1n many areas, 1t 1s encouraging to note the large number of written
agreements between the admimistrative entity and Emoloyment Service offices,
secondary and post-secondary education Institutions, welfare entities and rehabilitation
agencies.

The findngs of the first mine months also indicate that program success (in terms of
such factors as performance measures, chent characteristics, and good public/private
relationships} depend almost entirely on locai capability and imtiative.  With ‘he
exception of concerns raised over the 15 percent admimistrative funds himitation, survey
respondents did not consistently associale program pioblems with JTPA's legislative
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requiremen's or other cxternal factors  This finding 1s consistent with the mtention of
the Jaw to piace bot* responsibility and authority at the local jevel.

To be sure, there are issues 10 be watched. With only minc months compicted in the
orogram at the time of the survey, there hac been Iittle time to refine programs to
address problem arcas. How SD \s and states rc oond to some of the chailenges of these
key 1ssues will, in fact, d *ermine ihe eventusl impact of ths program. The following
arcas are some in which aualysis remains inconclusive.

Although there are indications of problems, state/local relationships are difficult to
assess overall. Almost half of the SDAs expressed Cissatisfaction with the states, and
many PIC cha.rs judged SITCCs 1o be marginally or not at all effective. Yet, many of
these dissatisf.ed SDAs were concentrated in 8 imited number of states, s finding which
suggests that the mzjority of states are resolv ng their differences with their SDAs.
State/locai relationships will continue to be testeu particulariy by such factors as
increased demand for technical assistance and the new challenges of the next two-year
ptanning cycle.

JTPA's 1mpact on Participants cannot yet be astessed; none of the studies to date,
includirg this one, have been able to draw defin'tive .onclusions. We do know that the
characteristics of tnose being served are very ssmilar to those served in the final year of
Trtles HB and C of CETA and that 94 percent of th~ participants are economically
disadvantaged.  SDAs which have cupe ced problems recruiting and keeping
participants in the program offer a varely of expianations. While some attribute
problems 1o restrici,ons in the legislation (e.g., jack of stipends or supportive services),
a la~zc majornty cie other issues (e.g., slow start-up or poor marketing), indicsting that
probiems may resul! less from legislative mandates and hmitations tasn from local
programmatic cesign ssues,

Average length of participation 1n the first nine months of JTPA was Jess than that
under CETA, the impact of this change on the type of olient served and on the oversll
orogram carnot vet be judged. While certain participants moved quickly through the
program, othcrs received more indepth services ot or 8 longer period. Furthermore, at
tne time of intervies, SDA respondents were antic'pati.g longer enroliment periods for
the current year when compared to ast year's.

The .aw encourages SDAs and states to negotiate adjusted performance standards to
reflect the kinds »f peopie being served and the types of services being offered, |t s
unciear whether SDAs and states will take advantage of tiese opportunities, or simply
respond more narrowlv to placement requirements. This may prove to be an increasingly
pivotai issre. Given the exist.ng standards, there may be s tendency for some SDAs to
trv 10 "beat 12 numbe¢ s and a reluctance to alter program design, or to serve certain
"tard- to-serve” yroups which may require adjustments 1o lower performance standards.
On the other hand, recent discussions to change per‘ormance standards to empnasize
retention and earnirgs gains could mit.gate against thase tendencies.

Service 1o youth remains an area of concern, Almost talf of the SDAs had difficulty
meeling their youth expenditure gosls. SDAs also found 1t most ¢ifficult to meet the
nerformance standard for youth positive terminations, Snce 8 number of service
d=invery areas indicated that issues such as the lack ol youth competencies and the late
start- up of vouth programs affectcd positive outcom.es in the transitional period, the
problem of me=ting the youth positive termination goal may well be resoived n many
SDAs in the course of the yesr. However, since the majority of SDAs did not expect to
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change the ratio of adults to youth, nor the m'v of services offeced, the adrguacy of
service 10 youth may continue as an issue.

Given the substantial changes brought about by the passage of JTPA, state and local
partic'pants dusing the transition year have been remarkably successful at sohdifving
public/private relationships and planming and implementing 1nitial programs
Programming for the first year appears to have made a good start with placement rates
_xceeding national standards. Given the short time that JTPA has been in existence,
there has been hittie time for program refinements, nor any opportunity to assess the
Jong-term 1mpact »f the program on those served. Animporiant faetor 1n the next year
will be the degre to which the states and SDAs take advantage of the opportunities :n
the legislation, such as creative youth programming and the flexibilities permitted 1n
the performance siandards, 1n order 10 assure that those who need assistance in finding
work are trained and placed 1n jobs
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FOREWORD

. in th:s publicati-n 15 mformative and timely an
imolved 1n making the Job Training Partnership worn
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country
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The National Alliance of Business takes great pride and pleasure 1n provid
you with An Overview of the New Job Traimin %y_slem The information coatain
mel of great value to all the partners

First. 1t preset.ts infortnation on the state ol the new e.aployment and training
systen. at its smtial stages of .mplementation Second, unlhike other research efforts
currently planned or underway, this study sought participation from all 596 local

rrdehvery of pubhicly funded job
training programs, and succeeded in including 98 percent of them Thizd, this report
provides a comprehensive look at the new system, a wide range of inforination --
gengraphical, organizanonal,and programmatic  was collected and analyzed

The survey findings offer many insights into the implementation of the new
employment and traming legislation, providing a “snapshot” cf the reorganized
system and a source of baseline data which wil be a valuable reference point for
future studies NAR hopes to repeat a similar survey effort afte

Without the support 2nd «ooperation of local employment and training
ractitioners, the Alhance cculd not have succeeded 1n collecting and analyzing the
data The people who are responsible for the day-to-day oy.erations of the local job

flec‘. information on their
¢xperiences 1n imp.ementing the new legislation and pleased to participate in 8. I
am grat=ful to them for shanng such in ‘ormation during the system's compressed
transition peciwd  Vvhile the process of change 1s an ongoing one, our survey
docamerts that the framework for the delivery of services is now in place across the

This overview repart 1s the first of several based on data collected in this 14
-urve, effort At this puint, wwo other reports are planned to be released in t
uocoming munths  These publications will provide more in-depth analyses .t
celected 1ssues, tnciudiag the role of the private industry council and tae tyges of

We at the Nat nal Alliance of Biroiness 1nox forward o working with you to
Lnpr ¢ the ways in anich 've .nteprate economically disadvantaged and

Wilham H Kolherg

National Alliance of Business

12y
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Natonal Alhiance of Business (NAB) has completed a major survey and
analssis of the 336 service delwery arcas administering the Job Training
Partner<hip Act A total of 583, or 98 crcent of the Jocal service delivery areas
(SDAs} responsible for the provision of Ednrally funded emnloyment and training
programs participated 1n the NAB effort to gather information about private
industiy councils and SDA activities The major purpose of the study was to
establish haseline data, offering both a profile of the new system at the coinpletion of
1:5 transitton from the Comprehensive Finplayment and Traiming Act to the Job
Training Paitnership Actand a starting point for measuring the degree to which the
system fulfills its legislative mandate in a cost effective and increasingly business.
directed way

A <tructured 71 question surses wasadmiristercd by phone during September
4rdOctrbir 1983 The interviews, . enerally requining between 30 and 40 i sutes
o mplete, were conducted with nnglvndunls acuvely invoived in the planning ind
adininistration of the local deliy ery system

Three s pes of data reographical organizational, and pregramimatic - were
anahzed for this report Key findings are summarized below by tapic

Geographical Data

» The rumber ot Jocal jurisdictions respensible for administering federally
funded employment and training programs increased by 26 percent, from
approximately 470 under the Comprchensive Employment and Training
Act 16 596 under the Job Training Partnership Act Much of the increase
can be attnibuted to the breakup of large CETA balance of state areas In
about half the SDAs, the geographical boundary of the JTPA service
delivery areas remained the same as that of its CETA predecessor

» The gecgrapb.cal boundaries of 61 percent of the SDAs coincide with at
least ure other substate service district Approximately two thirds »f the
SDAs nclude at least one labor market area shghtly more tnan two tvirds
of these local areas have poundaries which are raentical Lo une or more
entire labur marhet area

» One quarter of the SDAS have fewer than the 200 006 persons necessar, for
autematic designation Aore than half represent areas with a population
under 300 004

» Ofthe 50 ‘ates and the District of Columbia, 18 or 37 percent have four or
feser SI' 5 Conversely, 16 or near’ 30 nercent of the states have heen
divided into at least 15 service delives as with Cahforma having the
greatest number (50)

»  Shghtly more than two thirds of the SDAs are multi yunisdictional, that 1s
thev include more than one chief facal elocts d official The majnty of the
remaining SDAs are single counts with only 7 vwrcent of all the SPAs
renoeating angle oty CCrvice deliveey an s

1, BEST CCPY AVAILABLE
ol




127

Orgamzainional PData

»  lhe legislative obyective th o busimess groups be involved in the selection of
the hut'ness representatives on private industry councils was achieved 1n
the v.erwheliming 12apnty of cases (917%)  The "single slate” nomin jtion
prove~s envisioned by Congres was followed in ferserthan half of the SDAs
112%) Generally when a <ingle slite process was not used, iultiple slates

“ vere submitted directly to the Incal diected offical

, Most PIC #, wbers wie mos to the poablicly funded enploym nt and
tatt g coston on ot e ondy ane fourth of JEPA PIC mambors had
wivedonaithera CETA Ditle VI PIC or a primez punsor planniag counal

4 , The average PIC tonsists of 25 members although individual PIC board
aze ranges fram a loa, of none members to a high of 134 Almost 11 600
+oaness valuntee s are ccrvin gen P2ACs

» In tne overahchning majority of SDAs (30%) the same eitity was
dewnated Lo serve os both the Zrant reapient and program sdministrator
In raost of these SDAs thatentits 1sa umtofiocal government

, PICsscrve ss crant reapient program admanistrator or bath 1n 15 parcent
fihc SDA~ &1t s are “unctioning 1n one or both of these capacitiesin 8
vercent of the SDAs  Educational institutions, private nonprofit
ergrmizations and cwmrmunits-hased organizations each receive funds
«1d or admen:ster programsn five percent of the SDAs

»  In fcur out of five PIC3, the chatr was selected by PIC member vote 1n most
.f the remaining SDAs PIC chairs were appointed by the chief local elected
¢« ffic altss

+ At the Ume of the survey most PICs had establiched a regular meenng
wchedule for the full board with 61 percent of all PICs planning to meet
monthly  Most of the others intend to convene either bi monthly or
quarterly

»  Nearly threc auarters of the interviewees reported an active role for the
PIC in plarming ana evaivaning local orograms  Specifically resonnses
<howed that 80 percent of the PICs intended to participate actively un
detcrmining the type- of training programs 73 percent in detcrmining
e pations 77 porcert in determiming training providers and 89 percent
i1 estaohisning critenia for traning programs

,  One ouarter of the PICs were incerpurated at the ume of 'atervies  Almost
one fifth of the remaiming PICs plan on incoroorating  vhue another fifth
ire undecided  PICs acting as ¢grant recipients were far more likely to be
inerrpor sted than were PICs notservingin “hatrote

y O one quaiter of the PIC had hired or intended tn -0 their or
roronnel for FY'54
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i h schoyl dropouts snd welfare rectprents were the twe groups mrst
frcquently 1dentified by interviewees as target populations fir JIMA
pruogiams and ser.ices (80% and 75%, respectively)  In schoal youth,
minorities, and handicapp.d people are cach provided targeted service by
vver two thirds of the private industry councls

Lucal service providers are utilizing a host of entities to provide siull
truning with a marked increase from CETA in the use of small busir.ess
Ine oo st wrdely uced s the pubhic sehool system (used by over 90% of the
prectcandusiry Gunals) The second major troining agent 1s private
eroliners, particularly sinall business, which will grov:de traiming 1n
aimest 80 percent of the SDAs. often 1n conjunction with on-the-job tratnin

Fieerins Private secundary and postsecon iry schools, commumly-bases
troemitans, and lirge busiac ey were each tnvolved o providing
trevmamain by anerCthan nalf the SDAs

Almost two thirds of the interviewces responded affirmatively when asked
if the'r pragrams would be changed 1s a result of the requirement that 70
pereent of the funds be used fur training  Some of the anticipated changes
1tn0ar to be posiive  In parucular, tne secking of alternative sources of
“hrportive services especially with the welfare system, 1s a ctrategy
vzt od by 40 percent of the SDAs  Other positive changes relate to an
inery +oed focus on job piacement and roordination with other federal, state,
13 (1l entiies Other anticipated changes were viewed more negatively
12 alteritions in the chient mix resulting in less service to clients
reguirie s more or longer assistance)

Perfurmance (miracting will be used in close to two-‘hirds of all SDAs
Oser 30 poreent of the se SDAs wall use it for at least three quarters of their
wning programs and another 20 percent will employ 1t for one haif to
tr.e quartersof therr shall training contracts

Desprte the 30 percent hmit on non traiaing expenditures the vast majority
CESDASEST wall provide some Lype of support service. while shzhtly more
taan balf w.l offer needs based cayments  Most res ondents 1ndicated,
Fawever thatsuch corvices or pavments wili be n’nmmﬂ{J

Sliently < than two thirds of tne SDAs plan on undertaking some type of
Tl rieatenersting actinaty during J' PA sfirst year

Canclusaion

Fhe survey findings offer many insights mto the imp:ementation of the new
¢+ ot and truming legislation, provideng a “snapshot” of the reorganized

Caoae

[

st ource of pacehing data v uch will be a valusble reference point for
ces Lo nvesviesw report 1s the first of <es eral hesed on diata wollected 1n
3 sarves effort ‘Two atner reports are pianned to be released in the

comer s monthe and will provide more in-depth analy.es of selected issues.

s atit e role of the private industey coun~l and the typesof partnerships forged

e ~tem
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ANOVERVIEW OF THE NEW J0B TRAINING SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION

The impiementation of the Job Training Partncrship Act (4. PA) has produced
many thanges tn the administration and ehvcrf' of employment and traiming
«ervices for long term uncmployed and economically disadvantaged people Never
sefore have state and local policymakers and practitioners confronted such a wide
array of choices and challenges tn the structure and administration of local delivery
systerns  Recognizing so many fundamental chaages, the National Alhance of
Business (NAB) undertook an effort to gather information, on a national scale, about
private industry councils {PICs) and JTPA service delivery area activities A total of
583. or 98 percent, of the 596 service delivery areas (SDAs) rationwide agreed to

articipate n this survey This study, funded substantially by the Department of
,abor, has five objectives

(] To track the transition activities at the local level,

[ To deseribe the status of the JTPA service delivery system as of early FY
84

® To desiribe and analyze the extent and variety of private sector
involvement,

®  To determine the extent cf change, thus far  in the JTPA system as
compared to the CETA system, an

[ Ta zurde NAB at d others in providing the types of products and services
needed by the employ ment and training corimunity

Methedology

A structured telephone interview. cons:<ting of 74 Questinns was cor ducted by
natinnal office NAB staff with local service dehivery or PIC staff during a two month
period (Scptember and Octuber. 1983) A copy of the questionnaire 1s included 2s
Appendix I The interviews werc generally conducted with individuals actively
Involved 1n the planning and admimistration of the local delivery system An
introductory letter expﬁumng “he purpose of the survey and a copy of the
questionnaire were sent to tness duals one to two weeks prior to contact  For
the most part interviews tock bet 30 and 40 minutes to complete

The survey instrument covered four major areas the geographical,
organizational. programmatic, and financial characteristics of service delivery areas
and PICs While the majority of data collected was objective (e g . population of the
SDA, .ncorporation status u¥ the PIC). a few questions required responses which
wire highly subjective and rehied primanly on the respondent s perceptions and
holiefs Thus some of the information must ge vnderstood as reflecting the ovinions
of the tnierviewees

Although thts report 1s based primarily on an analysis of the interviewees
direct re -onrees Lo the ouestions asked some d.* 1 have been augmented bv more
detarled infcriration provided voluntarly by the respondents  Ience this (tudy
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provides some excellent insights into JTPA implementation thron hout the country
When infermation on the CETA system was relevent and cistly accessible 1t was
ned and conipared to data collected on JTPA Tt should be emphasized that the data
collceted by NAB during this survey are particularly valuable since all other
plaaned or completed efforts to capture information of this type focus on a himited
nu nberof SDAs or PICs, while this survey soughtinformation gn all of them

WALYSISOEGEQGRAPHICAL DATA

Serviee Delivery Area Designation

With the passage of JTPA, states were presented with the opportunity to
determine within broad guidelir es, how substaie political jurisdictions could be
organized to effectively provide federally funded employment and training services
While the new law allowed governors and state job training coordinating councils
(SJTCCs) great fleibihity, 1t required that SDA designation 1) not spht local
dovernment boundaries, 2) promote effective job training services, and 3) be
tonsistent with labor market or standard metropoitan areas or areas in which
related services are provided under other state and federal programs 1

Necpite the cxpedtauon that this desig-ation protess would result in fewer
cervice dehivery areas than those which existed under CETA. the number of SDAs
nationw.de increased from approximately 470 under CETA to 536 under JIPA In
ibvut half of the SDAs (294), the geographical boundary of the JTPA service dehvery
wrea remained the same as that of its CETA predecessor  Thatis the JTPA SDA 1s
identical to the former CETA prime sponsor or balance of state substate area 2 (A
I:st of SDAs by state and type 1s provided in Appendix I1 )

The 1ncreas 1n the number of local areas respons:ble for overseeing federally.
funavd job training programs can be attributed primanly to the breakup of large
CETA bawmnce of state areas  Speaifically. one third of the 299 new SDAs (96)
consist <olely of various combinatiors of balance of state substrie areas. while close
tancther third (29% or 84) are the result of balance of state substate prime sponsor
combinativns

Data indicate that states were fairly successful in meeting the legislative
priority that there be substantial correlation between SDA boundaries and those of
¢*her <uostate districts 1n which related state or federal prograins were operating
In 61 percent of the SDAs (358), the geographical boundaries coincide with other
substatc sorvice districts and in one half of these cases (177), the SDA's boundaries
caincice with at least two such related service districts  Coterminous boundaries are
most common between the SDAs and the local Employment Service or economic
development and planning districts. fewer service delivery areas corncide with
educanional districts (See Tablel .

TCr v weas had the rioht_to toruest and rocene it matic A sienation as independdnt
SHoas It cnomar general Bhite of v 1 o, Lrnme at of contigueus uis of TG gav O mmente wath
@ ympulation o1 200 000 gr More whicn ~erve a substantial partion of  lanor Inarket area or ans
Concentrite 4 Fnpioy ment Program whien <orved as a CETA prime ~purisar

2AF ance o Sartarca w, < a oot apical arca of o divaeg into < hetang untts for which
o Yot sttt unae e CFTA
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| TABLE]

Coterminous JTPA Service Delivery Area
[ and Related Substate Service District Boundaries

Number of SDAs Percentof SDAs

Cuoineiat with more than one substate 177 304
detrict

Camnd seunly v thrmplovment 81 139
£ ~ervier destrictis?

Comntide ondy with cconomic dovelop 74 127
f.unt and pianniag distnictis)

Cerncade only with educational 16 27
districtist

Caincide with ather substatc servce 10 17
Jdratries boundary

358 614

The legisiative 1ntent that SDA boundaries be more closely aligned with local
labor market areas was also met in the majority of cases A labor market area 1s
defined 1n the legislation as "an economically integrated geographic area within
which 1ndividuals can reside and find employment within a reasonable distance or
can readily cn»nge employment without changing their place of residence ™ Despite
the increase in SDAs. the data indicate that the thrust to achieve more coordinated
or broader labar market coverage was not adversely affected

As 1llustrated 1n Table 11 shghtly fewer than half of the SDAs (276} have
boundanes which are identical to those of one or more entire labor market areas
(LMAs) Another 58 SDAs combine parts of one or more labor markets with at least
one eatire labor market Approximately one-third (200) of the total have
geogravhical areas that are less than one entire labor market area 1t must be
recognized however that 162 cf the 200 SDAs which cover less than a complete
labor market area are part of a large metropolitan 1,ea and as such. have
pcpulatiens well over 200,000 Conversely. a great number of SDAs which include
two or m. re 1abor markets (261 or 45%) are less populous and many do not meet the
200 000 target(73) and were designated atthe governors discretion

While the majonty of SDAs include at least one labor market area. 1t 15
interesting to study those that include three or more entire labor markets and those
that cover le<s than one labor market Survey findings indicate that new service
delivers arias  those that do not have the same boundaries as their CETA
predecissors  are much more hikely to include three or more labor markets than
those SDAs whose configurations remain the same In fact, among *he 202 SDAs
that encompass three or more labor market areas 69 percent (140) have boundaries
“hat are diffcrent from those which existed 1.nder CETA
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TABLE 11
Labor Market Area and SDA Boundaiies

655 21%
. [0}
Cov'r3entire | MAs.und partistof e
otht LM sy

3.3%
Coverlianthat t
cntire T ATA

28 1%
Cover 3enuire
s

1%
Cover 2entire 1 MAs
and partis)of other .MA(s)

14 6%
Tover Lentuire LA A

36%
Covir 2entire LMAS

8 4%
CTover 1 entire I MA and part of
another LM

This finding 1< not surprising given that many governors combined large
gengraphic areas ioften the more rural balance-of state substate areas) in an attempt
o n.eet the 200 600 population criterion  Further, this finding may also jndicate
that governors at least in some cases, made a concerted effort to form SDAs out of
several contiguous and similar labor markets

Conversels »DA beundaries which include part of a labor market area or an
entire one are much more likely to be the same as those in effect before JTPA
Specifically among the 200 SDAS that over . nly pa~t of a laber market, 70 percent
(139) have configuraticns which are identical to their former CETA boundaries
Several interviewees noted and the data support the possibility tnat governors may
have been somew hat reluctant to make changesinthe CETA Job training areas for a
variety of reasons, including political expediency and exemplary past performance

This view 1s supported by the fact that coterminous CETA JTPA boundaries
are much more common in those SDAs witha population of lessthan 200 000 tnan 1n
areas where the service delivery area had changed under the new populaticn
criterion  Nearly two-thirds (100) of the 154 SDAs with fewer than 210 000 persons
are identical to their CETA predecessors Howe or among the 304 SDAs 1n the
intermed: 2te population range (200 000 500 000) 60 ercent{181) have boundaiies
which were altered from thuse that existed under CE’FA Thus, it apoears that the
SDAs with boundaries that are different from those under CETA no* only tend to
cover three or more labor markets but alw are mare likely to meet the 200 000
population criterion
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S5 Population

As would be expected. the population distribution of the SDAs varies
markedly3 The genera’ population criterion for designation as a service dehvery
area was increased fron 90,000 unde~ CETA to 200,000 under JTPA However, cie
governor could d>signate areas vith smaller nopuiations as SDAs3 if they met other
criteria such as the provision of service to a sugstanual portion of a labor market

“ Despite the congressional inte * to increase the size of the population within local
delivery systems relative to the 100,000 population criterion under CETA, more
than 25 pereent (26% or 154) of the SDAs have “~wer than the 200,000 persons
necessary for automatic designation 4 In some of these 154 cases, the cperation of an
effective delivery <ystem under CETA was cited by a numnber of respondents as the
key reason for designating an area with less than 200,000 people as an SDA In less

E

gopulox.s states, interviewees often noted that 1t was impossible to establish effective

DAs which adhered to the 200 000 person guideline

Thirty percent of the remainin
200,000 and 299,999 as shown 1n Table I}

429 SDAs (174) serve populatiors between
Thus. more than half (328) represent

-eas with populations under 300,000 Almost cne-quarter (134) of the SDAs include
petwe>n 300 OF 0+ d 4199 999 1ndividuals while larger SDAs serving =t least 500.000

people reoreseat 20 pcreent (121) of the total
percent(23)exceced a pc  lation of one mullion

/ithin this latter group. only 4

TABLE Il

Population by 5DA

35 =
- 174 Population Kev -
30F- —~— Gn 1rousancs)
A Legs than 99
25— 8 9910 199
119 C 200 tc 299
o} 30010399
20 £ - a00w049 g
Percent c 86 F 500 to 599
16 - - 600 10 699
ot ] 70010 799
o E I = 80010899
- J = 90010999 -
E ) 48 38 K = 1000+
S o .
bl ] e
0 {1 frsiae §
A B ¢ D & F S H I J K
Popuiation
Iopulatien deta e based on the 1930 cersus
ETre joant Fapbinatory Stavnent of tne Co aminee s & F - (0 ften roserred to as the
[N w T rfrcae Report st s tnat coop rddarthe Lelos 00 e mater tace
[T IS TR RN [ LIV [ N Sioog b
N QT s, narls 1682 p =8
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Distribution and Typesof SDAs

the exception of the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and two of the states i
(Delaware, and South Carclina) the «rgle state/territory designation tend to occur
In more rural and sparsely populated ... eas

An analyus of the SDA distribution information also reveals that 12 states
INew Hampshire, Maine, Rhode Island, West Virginia, Alabama, Mississippi, New
Mexico, Nebraska, Montara, Nevada, Hawau, and Ala<ka) have between two and ¢
four service delivery areas  Of the 50 states and the District of Celumbia, 19 or 37
percent have four or fewer SDAs

On the other hand. nearly 30 percent of the states (16) have been divided into at
least 15 SDAs and nclude Missouri, Massachusetts (15 each); Georgia, Louisiana,
fowa (16 each). Indiana, Wisconsin (17 each), New Jersey (19), Florida (24), llhnots,
Michigan (26 each), New York, Texas (34 cach), and C.lifornia (50) As would be
expected these states (with the cxception of fowa) are among the most populous and
also inciude most of the sin le-caty SDAs (A map detaihny the number of SDAs by
vfate may be found on the fo%lowmg page)

Somewhat surprising is the relatively small number of single city service
delivery areas only 40,0r 6 7 percent, of the total number of SDAs (See able IV)
Generally, these SDAs are large urban centors with populations well over 200,000
Infict tntwo thirds of thoss 40SDAs, the population exceeds 500,000

Slightly more than two-thirds of the SDAs (401} are multi-junisdictional
entities thatis they are consortia of more than one local government In over halfof
these malt jurisdictional SDAs (58% or 235), the consortium formation was
mitiated by imember governments 1n only 29 percent of these 401 service delivery
ereas(118) was the multi-jurisdictional configuration initiated at the state's request
The remaining 155 SDAsare single county jurisdictions

TABLE IV
Typesoaf Service Delivery Areas

O Stgle City
Sl Counny

Afulu juricdirtyonal
T L L L O R TR deiteery areac unaer (RTA
Deanar  rd S0l e wl lano et or o Sl tRat wds g aingle sl a0 aem grea under

CETA U motund » TpA
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ANALY (50F ORGANIZATIQ

JATA

Nomun stion Process

Every local service delivery area mnst have a private industry coun~il with a
majority of its members fromn t'ie private <ector, r presenting local businesy leaders
To ¢n<ure that the PIC s represcntative of tne lecal business conununity the law
delincates the nominating process for PIC business members they inust be selected
by the lccal elected official(s) from nominces recotnmended by general purpose
business organizations  All prominent business organtzations are to be consulied 1n
submatling neminces numbering at least 153 percont of the total business meinber s
W be uppomnt.d DNataindicate that the objective of having variovs business groups
mvoncd in the selection of business representatives was achieved in most cases In
fact 'n 91 percent of the cases, the chamber of commerce did participate in the
noninations process

the "sinule slate naraination process envisioned by Congress s as followed 1n
214 of the “.DAs (427%) 6 Within these 244 service debivery areas, the chamber -f
cumimerce was usually the entuity responsible for submitting the slate In SDAs in
“which there was more than one (hamber, *he largest chamber was typically
arsignaod the lead agent by the others In all but one of the 214 3D Asin vhich a
single slate was presented to the local elected officialis! that slate was indeed used
as the bus's fur selection

Gencerally, when a single slate process was not used fas 1n 337, or 58% of the
SDA:) mulupie siates were submitted directly to the local elected officialls)
Speaificaliy, 1n 190 of these 337 SDAs, each local chamber submitted its own hst,
rather than e nsohidating nominations In another 100 of these 337 SDAs, a number
o different business groups, often including the chamber(s) submitted their own
Iists of nominces

A number of selection pracess  were used wher nonunalions were not
subm.tted by general purpuse gusmcss organszations These included  solicitation
through public notices, 1nyvitatiur 4l letters to organizations, advertisements 1n local
newspapers and mass mathngs tc local businesses

As illustrated in Table V. the level of involvement of the various business
nrganizalions in su mitting private sector nominations differed significantlv
overall As noted earlier, chambers of commerce submitted names in 91 percent
1329 of the SDAs Profc. s10nal or trade organizalions, minority business groups., and
WUMEN'S DLSINESS organ.za.ons submitted nominations tn 44 percent {256), 30
percent €174) and 23 percent (135° of the SDAs, resnectively Only 19 perant (112)
of the CETA INitle VI private industry couneii~submitted nowminatiens

o1 emient ol tht confironce w vt 1ag0 s bo 1o sure a stngh clate of nomuratons which e ficets
the reccr ity nvof the e avanr s orta izt s m tne carmunity, Wacre thirc 1« more
Thas VT NG e DUt o4 ahoD ar ine community  they <shall conordinate "hear
ree LRI Fnc bt b o e S iy, mgy fecTas o nap

8

1.BEST COPY AVAILAZLE




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

137

FABLEV
Organzational Involvementin Nommation Process
Tvpe of Orgarization Levelof Involvemant
#of SDAs % of SDAs
Chamber 529 90 7
Profcesienal Trade 256 43¢
Minority Business 174 298
Women's Business 135 232
Eiaploy ment Scrvice 114 196
Title VH PIC 112 192
Other 146 270

PIC Membership

Most PIC members are new to the publicly-funded employment and trainin
svstem On the average, only about one-fourth of the JTPA PIC members had serve
on at least one of the CETA counctls, with far greater representation provided from
members of former prime sponsor planning councils rather than Title VII PICs (2 to
1) Eight percent of the total membership of JTPA PICs had served on both a Title
VI PIC and a prime sponsor planning council This means that at the time of their
appointment most PIC inembers lacked "hands-on”" experience with the issues and
history of past public employment and training activities in their area Ths,
combined with tﬁe compressed time for planning, undoubtedly limited the role PIC
members could play in the fiscal year 1984 deaision-making process It would
appear however, that tae new legislation did result in the involvement of new
people including new business representatives -- in the local program. The effect
this will have on future program operationsis impossible to determine at this time

PIC members in SDAs with tne same geographical boundaries as the former
CETA service areas were not any more likely to have been a member of a Title VII
PIC ¢r a prime sponsor planring council than were PIC members in newly-formed
SDAs This finding further indicates that most PICs, even those where former 10b
t~aining hounderies reinained unchanged. did not merely reconstitute the CETA
Titie VI PIC

Althourh individual FIC membership varies considerably - from a low of 9
Tembers to 1 high of 134 the averace PFC consists of 25 members 56 percent of
wnom sre cpresentatives flom the business conmunity  About 11,000 business
volonteers are seiving on the PICs Information displayed in Table VI indicates that
tne preardown of representativeson ap a erage PIC's 14 {rom the business sector,
3 ‘rom education, 2 from orgamized jabo- 1 from a rehabilitation erganization, 2
from community-hased organizations 1 from an ecnom:z development agency, 1
fram the Fropinv 1030 S e and 1 ther
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TABLE V!
Composition of Average I’iC

Emplorment Service

Econumic Develop: ent
Communitv Based
QOrganizations

Rehabilitation—

Oreanized | abor -

Fdn- 1o

Grant Recipients and Program Admyngstrators

Grant recipients and program administralors, to be designated by agreement
between the PIC and the chief local elected official(s), can be the PIC, a unit of
general local government (or an agency thereof), a private nonprofit organization, or
any other agreed upon entity 7 The local program adrmunistrator could be the same
entity as the grant reciprent or a separate entity The overwhelming majority of the
SDAs (81% or 471 selected the same entity to perform these two %unmons (The
distribution of grant recipients and program admunistrators by type of enuty 1s
<showninTable VI

Local governments are the most widely used ertities serving as both grant
recipient and program administrator, doing so 1n 295 SDAs (51%}  Furthermore,
local goernment umits or agencies serve solely as the grant recipient 1n anotner 14
percent {82) and as the program administrator 1n another 7 percent (32) of the
service delivery areas Thus local governments are functioning as grant recipient
and-or program administrator in more than 70 percent {415 of the SDAs

7T e local or it reciprent 1o 1he kogal entity which recenes the federal funds cirecth from the
1< held 'abic for the fiscal managcment ind use of the funds  Inc iocal progrim
stor 1s re-pere ble for the day ta eay admimisrative operitione wnd 1©oar coment of
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PICs are the ~ccond inost common entity serving as grant reagient arnd or
PORram dmimictrstor (13% or 88) In only half these 88 SDAs (33) decs the PIC
seive as both _runt recipient and rogram admnistrato-  Among those 45 PICs
where the functions are divided, 31 FICS are the administrative entity while only 14
are the grant recipient  Thus, while the system wide tendency is for onc ent.ty to
both recesve funds and administer programs. when PICs are involved us grant
reaapient or program administrator the hikelihood 1s much greater that these
responsihilities will he shared among two different entities  Several factors may
account for the relatively few number of PICs acting as grant reciprents First, state
law inakes 1t difficult for P'Cs to receive funds directly from the governor in some
urisdictions  For instance, in Massachusetts, state law prohibits the forward
f'undmg of a non-governinental entity  Second, many PICs, especially the smaller
vres, do not yet have the inanagement and fiscal systems to act effectively as grant
reaipients . And third, some local government agencies wers reluctant to share
authonty ver JTPA funds

States are function ing as grant recipients and/or program admin:strators in 8
percent (18) of the SDAs, although technically the law appears to imit this role to
thuse states which ure whole dtate or single state SDAs  (The law 's generally
interpieted to require that the eatire state be subdivided snto service delivery areas,
cach with its own PIC established to work in partnership with local elected officials
and each having 4 mnandited pa«s through of funds froin the state according to a
specifically c<tubliched formula in the law ) In the majonity of these 1astances. the
states serve as both grant recipient and program administrator States with four or
fewer SI}As and those containing very Jarge rural areas are the most hkely to have
the governar ur a state agency responsible for administering part or all of the local
delivers oystem

Educational institutions, ;nvale nonprofit entities, and community-based
argarizations each receive funds and/or administer programs in 5 percent of the
SDAs (When educational institutions are involved, they are generaﬁy ommunity
colleges ) In most of these cases, the same agency 1s both grant rec'pient and
program administrator

Tnere appears to be some correlation between SDA population and the type of
agency selected as grant recipient  Community -based organizations (18 out of 26)
educational inctitutions (22 gut of 31) and private non-profits (22 out of 27) are most
often grant reciprents and or program administrators 1n the smaller SDAs 1 e, those
~erving a pepulation of less than 300 000

Converseny, few PICs are the grant recipient in the more sparsely populated
SDAs Only 7 of the 57 PICs are grant recipients or program administrators in SDAs
of less than 200 200 pecple  Fifty of the 57 PICs that are grant recipients werve SDAs
#1Rover 200 000 poople Larger SDAs with a population greater than 500 000 are
Itkelv e have looal wovernment function as the grant recipient and or program
acministrater Nearly 70 percent (84 of 121) of these large SDAs use %ocal
Eoveraments to receive and manage the furds
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TABLE VI

flistribution of Grant Rucipients GR)
and Program Administrators (PA)

Frntity GRand PA GR anly PAonly #0ofSDAs S ofSDAs
Local Goverr ment 295 &2 38 “©w- 12
PIC 43 14 31 38 151
S.ate Governor 49 4 5 48 82
Fd waceat 25 3 3 31 53
I: ~titutions
Priv e Nanprofit 5 2 0 27 Y
CRO 22 0 4 26 45
Oiher Not et 23 i 3 61 105
ac rrvied
471 112 12
(80 3%} 1927 19 2q)

Structure and Operation of PICs

The Job Traiming Partnership Act authorizes numerous sped.fic functions for
PICs The selection of a PIC chairperson 15 one of those functions envisioned hy the
Congress 8 Althougn the law does not clearly specify the selection process. in four
out of five PICs (469). the chair was selected by PIC member vote In most of the
remaining SDAs PIC chairs werc appointed by the local elected official(s)

The law also specifies that the PIC 1s authorized to provide oversight --
reviewing monitoring, and evaluating - 1n accordance with procedures established
hy the PIC  The PIC oversight function however, does not preclude local
government cversight activities or the coordination of those activities necessary to
carsy out management responsibihties  The 1ntent of the law was to permit the
active partuipation of the PIC in reviewing program management and oversight
activities throughout the vear including evaluating program outcomes To ascertain
the current und the pianned future roles and tnvolvement of the PIC. a number of
questinns inguired about PIC organization and structure as well as the level of PIC
imolienentin actual nd planned decision-making processes

At thetime of the interviews almost all of the PICs had established a regular
meeting schedule for the full board  As can be seen 1n Table VIIL 10 aimost 60
percent of the PICs (339), the full PIC pians on meeting monthly ‘The majority of the
remaining PICs will meet less frequently, with most of them intending to convene
eithcr bi monthly (1€% or 96) or quarterly (15% or 88)

S The Goeorrtes anticipate a process along the following unes  After the PIC 1s woruived o
~ Tesomeening convened by the rhief elccted officiats 1t will elcct its charman proviac for
vpeta ot rare and e eet necessary stafl te assist it in determining how 1o exercise 1Ll func, anc
At P PIC nes had an obportunits to review the operation of current training programs in the arca
and to tarmalye ite 2encral pohice positions 11 will then enter 1nto negoliations with the appropriate

loc s govereront yificta < for he grrecaams ~peaafied 10 the bill “The Joint Eaplanators
Soe e ol g sofConfurince pp =290
12
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TABLE VIII
PIC Meecting Schedule

’ "
------- 37 (6 3%} !

-
116 5%) As Ncedud K

B Monthiy

88 (151%)
Quarterly

15 (26%)
. Twice Monthhy K

339 (58 1%}
Monthly

Civen this limited meeting schedule 1t would be expected that much of the
work of the PIC would probably take placze at the conmittee level, and it 1s not
surpr'sing that a number of interviewees emphasized that the work undertaken by
the committees, was, in effect, the critical component of the P1C decision-making

rocess However, this response was not consistent with that concerning the
requency of PIC committee meetings While 87 percent (505) of the PICs have some
type of committee structure, the schedule for permanent and ad hoc committee
meetings 1s much more irregular than for full board meetings Ameng the 505 PICs
utilizing a commattee structure. 290 (57%) plan to have their committees meet only
on an "as needed” bacis In those cases 1n which PIC committees have established a
set meeting schedule, 1it1s usually on a monthly basis Because the functions of many
commitiees are sporadic 1n nature {e g, membership). or concentrated during a
particular time frame (e g , planning), 1t 1s not clear whether these committess will
result in the active involvement of the PIC and the business community in the
planning. management and oversight of their Jocal programs

In addition o obtaining information about the PIC's structure and frequency of
meetings, intervicwees were asked if the PICs played, or intended to undertake.
active or significant roles 1n the planning and evaluation of their local programs
Data 1n Table IX show that nearly trree-quarters of the respondents (430) ind)cated
that the PIC was, or expected to be. very involved in the overall planning of
transition year programs However, it must be noted that many Pl(gs had only
recently been formed at the time of the interview and had played a smali roie in the
actual development of the plans, instead, thev anticipated a major role cuaning FY 84
in the selectioa of training programs. occupations and service providers
Specifically. according to the respondents 80 percent of ‘he PICs intended to
participate actively 1n determining tyges of training procrams. 75 percent in
determining occupations, and 77 percent in determining service providers An cven
higher percentage of respondents indicated that the PIC would be an active partner
in program evaluation Eighty-nine percent (517) of the individuals questioned
thought the PIC would be very active in estabhishing cnteria for training pryg-ams
LndCaemmiming the Az ree ta Rich they had noen et

13

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

56-012 0 - 86 -~ 6 146




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

142

TARBLE I\
PIC Involvementin the 1931 Deaistonmaking Processes
90, e kS
I Yes
30 —
R - No
70{5 ] Sumewhat
60—
;
. 50§
Feraont - }
40 -
304
£
20 -
k - =
10 “I - -
L
ot — - - i o
A B C D E
Hosw e PIC o s an aeting ~ an ficant role Yes No  Somewhat
Ao the e cadec sanm g s BY 4 procew? 30473 8%1 I8 1629 11519 7%
1 [RERIFI IR RNRT B i B INTRWR AP 68780 3% 29 0% 3311349
L T R I CE TN T IY 431078 65 65011 1% 104 (17 8%
Dm0 ranne serv provaders? BUTTA% 55 (94%)  T41127%)
f Ny a'ust e progr and? 517 (B8 7 T o029y 533 19 1%

P10 St ¥ing

o carrs out 1ts functions the Jaw also allows the PIC to hire saff  Only 27
vercent ar 155 of the PICs however, had hired or intended to hire their own
v * nel at the time of contact  Understandably, PIC staff were primarnily
wence atr cdan the 13 perent of the councils which had decided to act as grant
feapienteur ad rrsirlive acenaes

A eugh the number of fuil ime posttions in the 155 PICs with independent
steffarar pd frim ene ta 101 <tafing inover half of such PICs 192) consisied of $ix or
fwer D ame actans See Tibee X)) At §oast une former prime <por~or <:afl
ranoy seantiovedan poarly Paifofl nece PICs 1720 un'y 43 PICs emploved 1
for, «r CE 1A Titie VIE<taff [nis fstter v dingis to b - expected since tne i~ ajor .3
of CFTA Thtle VI PICs were not indeyc ndent entities and relied upon CETA prime
sponsar staff A imited numsor of JTPA PICs had hired staff directls irom private
for profit ousingss (28 of the 153 1ndependently staffed PICs)

Tiehn arama e of PICS vivimg thetrronn stafTmichtalse Bve one it on
ther "o e active relos the maonity of them envs oned but it stowid be noted
that mest PICs wall receine upport from staff assigred from other crgani ations
‘e docalgoverniment) T oelevel of that support and the ability of that <taff w pro
srecanae yocd ntadvice snd ooance will certainly vary fron one SDA 1o mn(ﬁer
s e

o [N N eI ey v b o)A
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TABLE X
PIC Staffing

92 (i6%)
16 Swafl

r=--""-°° 1
.23 ),
7 20 Stafl

e ]
L3 em
L 3130800
) 7T 0%
L 50101 Stafl

(2%, !
T o2 ta%t Wall Hire !
 Undcorded '# Not Rnown |

The Job Training Partnership Act permuts private industry councils to decide
whother or not to incorporate  One-quarter of the PICs (142) were incorporated at
tne Lme of cortact asshown in Table XI Data indicate. howcver, that among those
+10 PICs not incorporated, Just under one-quarter (103) planned on incorporatin
while anothe, quarter (112) had not yet decided On the other hand. almost 45
percent (2321 of the wtal number of PICs have not incorporated and do not intend to
gosoduring JTPA sfirst program year 9

Amang the factors which 2ppear toinfluencea PIC’s decision to tncorporate are
popus saon of the SDA and tipe of entity designated as grant recipient  Not
«arprisinghy PICs acting as grant recipients were far more likely to be incoroorated
tnan were PICs not serving in that role Specifically, 46 of the 57 grant reciprent
PIC~ were incorporated One fourth of the PICs in SDAs in which the grant recipient
[N f.vate nonprofit or quas) governmental entity were tncor rated, with the
; =« e of.ncorporated PICs dropping to 18 percent among DAs whose grant
reripaemt s 2 local government unit or agercy or an educational agency or
natition Foarteen percent of the SDAs with a state entity receiving the grant had
incors .reted PICs and only 9 percent of PICs 1n SDAs whose grant recipient 1s a
Cmirunaity breed orcanization were incorporated

Win ey ncttaren by NAB n Apry' 1982 of 93 of the Pager mare il funded CETA
Tl e 5 - sTRmereent wercrtorge ated
15
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TABLEXI

Status of PIC Incorporation

a0 e
hey
A - dncerporated
B - Plinoninc rporiting
C = Havenot incorporated -
- ind A0 not poan o 0o ~o
30 3] Urndccuded

35

25 112

112 -4 +

204 - 103 ———
Pcreent —
15 -
10 -
l

| |
0 SN O SN S B

A B C D

Incorporation Status

=

With respedt to population, PICs rr<ponsble for overseetng the achivery of
1vaces 1o fewer than 200,000 jeople are the least hikels to be tneorporatea woth
~h 15 percent (23) of the 1534 relevant PICs having done so However altnoush a
tew PICs serving a small population were alreads incorpurated interviewers at 53 of
those 154 <aid that their PIC intended to incorp rate By contrast PICS with a
ropulation between 300 000 and ©9¢ 929 sre the nost wnclined to be .ncoruor ded
trirty four of the 88 PICs «ervang th'e number of indin iduals werc Incorg mated
ke ane of interview

ANALYSISOF PROGRAMMALICDATA
vt Taroeing

Fands tor repular adult and youth training programs are provided in a single
<710t 4 th the legal requirement that 90 percent 0; those funds be used to serve
erenemicilly dicadvantaged individuals and that emphasis be placed on sorving
wel%are (livnts and nul-ogcnhool vouth according to the r proportion 1n the elicibie
cotrter D i e dnparticaiar 3o PA modates that 1 ag Jeast 40 ooreent of
ool i scohesperton s ouitn e Isthrourh 2110 otiacludinge tne Tunds for
summer voutn pracrams? and 2) ehaible high <chool dropouts ind pessors re cenang
pavments urder Aid to Funilies aith Dependent Children (AFDC) who are able to
work mast be servad comtably given their percentage of economically
dow rniasd s raens 16y reof szenreldesin the SHA
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In o bt of the 1fove, 1t euies as no surprise that hirh ~chool dropouts and
o erc apaonts were dhe two populstion greups mest {10 paently tagoted by
SDAS N aly 80 peraant designated diopoits as a prionity ioap, while 75 percent
1139 SDAs) dentified welfare reaipients Services to in school yvouth minorities,
and the hindicapped are providad by over two thuds of the SDA> (403, 102, and 388,
respectively) Remaiming target groups, 1n order of overall prionity incdiude  elder
worhers (33% or 321 SDAs), veterans (30% or 291 SDAs), and dislocated workers
(41 or 231 SDAs) Tt should be noted that in many instances, the SDA + as ot
targeting 1ts present funds to older or dislocated workers because 1t anticiy < d
recerving additional monies from the state to serve these special groups

FARELLAL ]
Chont Fargeting
Chient Group Numberof SD \s "ercent of SDAs
Doddocate *Warkers 237 107
In School Youth 403 691
" Older Worters 321 5351
Hi ;h Schond Dropouts 162 792
Minonties 102 690
Handr spged 388 66 6
Wei'ym Recprents 439 753
Fernede Heaasof Houechold 316 542
Vetemins 291 492

Treirz Alenoe:

Infort, ation dhsplaved in Tuhle Y11 rilustrates that local service deliverers are
utih 7ing 4 nost of entities to previde skill traiming By far the most widely used
mechane q e the pubhic < honl system  Over 90 percent (334) of the SDAs will use
yubaCvaczati e ittt e commumity colleges, ansl or secondary schools

Ire ~+tond Taiol tratning sgent is private empioyers particularly small
husinesses which win provide training in almost 80 percent (458) of the service
achvers arcas  This ubstantial involvement of busind s in tramning 1s consistent
with the fart taat a consderable number of local do very s.stems are plicing
g-(ater enphac s on on the job trurming programs with 39 percent of the
A PVIEW (s ar UG ating a greater rove for this type of training in their SDAs  Since
*.« Congressinteracd toinerease business involvementin training under JTPA the
Lapecled increase in the use of on the job training by private sector employers
appears to be one way this goal 1s expeited 10 be met  (Lnaer CETA most of the
‘;orang vas oonducted by public nutanniens or poroale nonprofit comimumts

voooome Infact hucsoseof theevstorac of 1 punac covice amplovment
' o PSR naer CETA mnany job plae ments wournodin the public sector M0

[ aoruit e i cvacthy the iaod of tremng aone 1y ubhc o shtuhens compared o
! ¢ v nowranadtnttee v ger CETY 0w rowmice o wn v thet tus
|
W ok
17
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v st secord iy aed poct secand ary schoals, community based o0 i zations,
vt Te JCmosres o (lims with more than 300 employces) were each involved in
providingg traming in shghtly over half the SDAs It should be noted that 1n a
number of srnaller SDAs, respondents indicated that there were few, sf any, private
educational institutions or large firms within theirboundaries

Although local governments were the most common grant reipicnts and'or
program adinimistrators, they were involved 1n actually operating programs in less
than 30 percentof the cases (171 SDAs) Chambers of commerce and PICs were each
responsible for direct chient training in nine percent of the service delivery areas

IARBLE X1}
Traming Agencies
fipeof Frnun Sumber of SDAs I’ercent of SDAs
S all Business 408 86
Farpe Business 319 547
Private Schasls 327 56 1
Publh Sihools 534 o1 6
PICs 50 86
CBO-« 226 359
Lucal Governments 171 293
Chambers of Commerce 54 93

Ine TGP reentSuenlauen

Fo mavimize the amount of training delivered under JTPA, the Act requires a
T30 sthtof trainine and non-trmning costs  {(The major reason for the hmitation
g (el e s resasted roma review of CETA data which showed that on average,
CrlA crime spors e cnent well ¢.om Balf their CETA funds on wages. stipends,
SLpp rLstrvices ana administration rather than on actual training programs)
Seventy percent of each SDA s allocation for J1PA progra. s must be spent on
training with the remaining 30 percent divided between administ ative costs no
1wr tnon 13 percentranasupportive services and allowances

Iniersicwees were ashed whether they anticipated that the 70 percent
stupulatinn vould significantly affect their program, and if so. how Almost two
thires 164% or 373) respanded affirmativelv when asked if their programs would be
vraneed as aresult of the imitation While come of the changes menuoned could be
v 0 s sIve At ey are o ns et with the A tsemphnaes on ctiiming

e neme o e e Ut amtabated hanecay booeless decrr-ble
fects see Tanle AV
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Speafically, some of the more positive chanyes relite o cost s ~trategis
and an 1ncreased focus on Job placement wnd «cordination with ot Sdenl, state,
and local support programs For example, » 40 pucent of the SDA< alternative
sources of support services were being sought, the -aost comman hrk i,cs being with
the welfare system This finding 1s not surprising given the lexislative mandate to
serve welfare clients according to the'r vroportion 1n the ehgihle jopulation of the
SDA, w aile imiting the funds to be spc 1t on support:ive servives and allowances to
30 rercent Many intervicwees noted that extensive linkages are being developed
with welfare agencies to ensurc adequate levels of income maintenance and
supportive services for welfare recipients during JTPA training  Other strategies
bmnE considered to help supplement JTPA funds include such things as bulk
purchasing of child care slots at discour.ied rates and vbtaining re  ced fares from

he public transportation system for program trainces

In more than one third of the SDAs (37% or 214), a much greater emphasis was
seing placed on training and placement for unsubs.dized jobs In additior . a larger
role Fur on the Job training was 1dentified 1n a considerable number of local delivery
areas (39% or 226 SDAs' increased use of performance contracts and fixed-price
cont-acts with program operators, believed by many practitioners to be a way %o
reduce wosts and 1ncrease placements. was noted by respondents in more thar ore-
third of the SDAs(35% or 203)

A change 1n the mix of clients served was viewed almost universally as a
negative result of the 70 percent stipulation by the interviewees In over one-third
of the SDAs (203) respondents pre< .ted that the level of servize to particular chent
groups would be <ltcred, while in 25 percent of the SDAs (147). such changes 1n
Chient mix were expected to result 1n “creaming” enrollees i1 1t should he noted,
however that in most SDAs, chient mix alteration or “creaming” does not mean a
reduction In the level of service to welfare recipients In fact. in less than 10 percent
of the SDAs (53) interviewees anticipated serving fewer welfare chients This can be
<xplained by two factors. First, because the welfare pop lation 1s ex}:hcxt\ @ ntified
as a priority group 1n the legislation, many JTPA administrators feel that it 1s not
feasible 1o rcduce their level of servic:  Second, the problem of stipends and support
serviees: niten behieved to be less acute for this population, as agreements are often
develnpec with the welfare agency to continue such support  .ile the recipient 1s
enrosied 1n a)cbtraluing program

One final program feature expected to be affected 1n a substantia! number of
SDAs .s the length of training activities offered to needy chents Respondents in
one third (194) of the SDAs indicated tnat they would operate shorter training
programs because of the 70 percent requirement and the increased emphasis on
placement  While reduction in the training period will hikely result in more
participants being served. 1tmay discourage SDAs from offering lengthy training for
higher skilllevels

i Creaming < awrm whicr retercio seleching ceenonncally disads ant sed parhicinints whe
wou'd o fit modt from short tem traiming Gauhting 1o IGas <eract ta chents £ oau g e ur
1 15 srtdnce
19
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TABLE XIV
Fxpected Impact of the 70% Requireinent

Expected Impact Numbher of SDAs Percent of SDAs
Provisicn of subpart servier s thiough 230 39
othtr alcnciwwmecharasms -
fnercascin on the joo trnning 226 39
Marc e pnhe s untr uning and 214 37
pluc ant
Change in chont ruix 203 35 L4
Incredse in p¢ rlormance
tontracting 203 35
Creaming 147 5
Shorter tr viming eveles 194 33
Serve foner welfare recmitnts 53 9

Performnnce Contracting

Asinditcted 1n the preceding sectic.., the requirement that 70 percent of the
funds be used for training “ 15 led many SDAs to use performance contracting The
use of perforinance or fixed price contracts has also been cited by a number of
practit.oners as an effective and fairly easy way to promote quakity training and
placcment followi1g program terns ation A key feature of the 'aw 15 1ts emphasis
on performune management of program outcomes rather than compliance with
regulations to achreve results Administrative principles relating to the new
"performance not process” philasophy are expected toinclude using program funds
as human capital investments upon which a healthy return should be realized,
emphasizirg the quality of traintng and job placement not just the quantity of
placements reward.ng exemnlary performance, and sanctioning poor performance

Data indicate that rlose to 65 percent of all SDAs (371) will use performance
contracting while enother 15 percent of SDAs (85) are considering it Information in
Tabie XN\ <nc we hat amung tiose SDAs which have already apted for this approach,
wimcst L alf 1156 SDAs) wxﬁ use performance ontracung for at least 75 percent of
thew traiming programs  Another 17 poreent tor 64) will use this approach for one-
half to U ree quarters of their shill tra, ning contre (ts
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TABLE XV

Performance Contracting

'TTTI'}‘ WWWFWFWPTWW
L ) n T
- ¢ Less than 25%
v
e -7 1 ~
1 2550% |, - 57
0 [ .
> f 5175% 5
U —l
s \lorethan 759 ‘ o e 1 156
e

0 5 10 15 20 25
Percent
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35 40 45

Support Services/Needs Based Pavments

mimmum wage, such as $6 per day)
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Although the law allows a broad range of supportive services and allowances W
be provided to participantson a needs basis, the 70 percent requirement restriets an
SDA's options with respect to the levels and types of assistance that may be possible
Despite the 30 percent limit on non-training expenditures, 85 percent (494) of the
SDAs will provide some type of support service, while shghtly more than half .7 4)
will offer needs-based payments Most respondents indicai.d, however. that such
services or payments would be minimal (e g, day care would only be provided during
the enrollee s first week of on-the job training, stipends would be far less than

To accommodate certain SDAs w se target populations have 2mque economic
characteristics the law requires that the state waive the 15 percent imitation on
suppcriive services. wages. and allewances, if certain conditions are met and if the
waiver 1s r:quested by the PIC in the local plan Interviewees indicated thatonly a
small percentage of the SDAs (11% or 69) were sceking a waiver, another 80 SDAs
1137 were considering applying for a waiver Wainvers do not relieve SDAs from
m.et.ng performance standards, which may explain why lew SDAs have requested

JTPA sermats the use of funds for employment generating actis ities (EGA)Y
trovided trat they (ontnbute to sn-reased job opportunities for ehgble persons
Fmplament generating activities might include the marheting of JTPA programs
and scrvices, labor market analysis and job development activ ties  Shghtly less
than two thirds of the SDAs (367) plan on undertaking <ome type of employ ment
yeniratine activats during JTPA sfirst year Interviescesin 12 ocrcent of the SDAs
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ts Mindicated that they had not yet determined the feasibilit s of 1ang fuads for this
Yy 3 . [

type of activity Interviewees in the overwhelming majority of these 367 SDAs
indicated, however, that the level ¢ “funds spent on employinent generiting services
would be significantly less than ‘e amount previously spent under Title VII of
CETA

CONCLLSION
The results of this survey 1llustrate the crucial nature of JTPA's nine month

transition period  In fact, many of the survey respondents indicated that they
viewed this phase as gne of learning and experimentation  The transition from
CETA to J1PA created major changesn the employment and training system, with ¢
repercissions felt at the national, state, and local levels Planning for the new
program was done on an extremely tight sechedule with many PICs just crganized as
plans ha¢ to be vhmitted At the same time, CETA client services "scre being
rovided while c'hers had to be ddases out  Hence all across the eountry, many
SDAs are iront. ut che details of their job training plans as they go alony, P’IC
wneimbers continuc o refine their understanding of the program and their own 1oles
and responsibilities snd states and localiues are working thiough major
adjustments in thei relationships under the "new federaltsm” approach to job
training programs It appears that the tmitial JTPA start up process has heen
helpful allowing policymakers, staff, and other involved groups to gain a ketter
sense of programmatic needs through actual experience hefore developing and
implementing thetr two year plans In this instance change his proven to be a
pesiive factor. resulting 1n an apparent strengthening of the Job training system
through a rather rapid evolutionary process

The sharing of information on programmatic problems and prograss 1s critical
to the positive evolution of JTPA  The data presented 1n this report prov.de valuable
insights into the new employment and training <ys*em at 1ts very in'tial stages of
umplementation  Infrrmation of as sort, Jathere on a regular basis and used
effectively. can have important impacts on job trairing programs for the
dicadvantaved In particular practitioners and policymakers can use this study to
increase their knowledee of the admunistration and delivery of rervices wystem wide
and o muare and contrast their own SDA activities with those of others Although
mdgements with tespeot to the tong term imoact of tne progrem cannot be made
fram these findings uck ¢ata previde a valuahie source o0 oase hne information for
comparison with future studies

The value of this information to practitioners is apparent given their level of
inte -+t and willirgness to partiapate 1n the survey  especially since it was
coraucted at the height of the transition Their willingness to participate and share
information bodes well for the employment and training system, *or 1t shows that the
spititof cooperation envisioned in the law 1sindced in practice
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APPENDIX H

LIST OF SERVICE DELIVERY AREAS

A T ] 14988

Distnibution of Scivice Delnery Aicas

Single Single Mults-
County City Jurrsdictional
Stawe'SDA SDA SDA SDA

STATE OF ALABAMA

\ 1 Mobile
2 Birmingham
3 Governor's Lnified Area

STAIE OF AT ASKA

1 Fairbanks X
2 Anchurage X
3 State Wide SDA X

AMERICAN SAMOA X
STATE OF ARIZONA
Phor nix X

Varicnpa
Pima
Sinco
Santa Cruz
Cuchise
Greenlee
Granam
Yuma

1 Gila

11 Trihal
STATE OF ARKANSAS

Western

North West

West Central

South West

Central

South Fast

North East

North Cer tral

Ltue Rorr by

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Fresno

Irve

han

W arerq

Merceed
Monteres

San Lus Obipo
Tulire

B0 r

Bur 3
{a-wor
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Single Single Mult
County City Juticdicyonal
SDAT SDA SDA

State/SDA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

14. Lung Beach X

15 LA City X

16 LA County X

17 Orange X
18 Pasadena X

19 Riverside

20 San Bernaraino City
21 San Bernardino County
22 San Diego

23 Santa Barbara

24 Ventura

25 Alameda

26 Contra Costa

27 San Francaisco X

26 No SantaClara Vi, \
29 Oakland X

30 Marin County
31 Rirhmond

32 San Benito
33 San Mateo

34 Santa Clara
35 Santa Crurz
36 Sonoma

37 Amador

3& Butte

39 Sutter, Yuba
49 Napa Valley
41 Sarramento
42 San Jonquin
43 Soluno

44 Stanislaus

45 Yilo

46 Golden Sierra
47 Humbolt

45 Mendocino

49 Noriec \

o T

M S b e MA e e e

50 Shasta N
STATE OF COLORADNO

1 Adums Y
2 ElPaso I
3 Jefferson N\
4 Lamimer X
5 Weld X
6 Denuer N
PRV SRE 1S \
s Bagner N
4 Pueblc

.

10 State Wady SDA
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Single Single Multi-
County City Junicdictional
S!lu “”A \ R As_llz!__*_"_ﬁl‘):\ . ~_SDA

SraA 1 E OF CONNECTICLT

1 Bridgeport, Norwalk
New Britain Bristol
Danbury Torrington
Willamantic Danielson
Hartfor.

Meriden Viddiesex
New [aven

New London
Waterbury

STAIE OF DELAV * KE

1 State Wide SDA
DISTRICTOF COLLMBIA

1 DCPIC N
S ATE OF FI ORIDA

Escarrbia X
Okalooss

Bay

LEON

Alachue

Duval by
Clay

Citrus

\olusia

10 Seminole

11 Orasnge

12 Brevard

13 Pasco

14 Hillsboro

15 Pincllas

16 Lec County

17 PalmBeacn PIC
18 Temze \
19 Sarasota

20 Polk

21 St Luaia

22 Collier

23 Broward

24 Dede

SEATER OF GI ORGIA

1 North West Georpia
North East Georgia

N oortn Atlenta

Coerory Mountans PIC
DOL

Ch ittahoochie

7-X RN N RS XY XY
tetaltatat ot ot gt d

b

OO~ U LI PD
El - S

P Y]
e e e e e

o2 SR ENORNIL I
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Single Single Multi-
County City Jurisdictional
o State/SDA - SDA_ SDhA SDA
STATE OF GEGRG!IA
7 Middle
8 Heartef Georgia
9 Central Savannah
10 Georgia South €1 astal
11 Chatam Countv
12 Southwest Georgia
13 South Georgia
14 Atlanta X .
15 Dekalh
16 Clayt n County

GULANM X
SPALTE OF HAWAL

1 Hawan

2 Maw X

3 Oahu X
4 Kaw

SIATE OF [DAHO

1 hootenm

2 lLatah

3 Ada Boise

4 TwinFalls

5 Bannock Pocatello

6 Rexburg
STALE OF ILTINOIS
1 Lake by
2 NcHenry by
3 Win rbago
4 Cuaroll
)
6

>
fata it -

>

>

fata ot

Pl

Kiane ~
Dusage X
Ba'ance of Cook County X

>

& Nertn West Mumieipal

4 Coicigo X
1 Wall X
11 Ranatee

12 1T4Sulle

13 fok leind

13w

1> Deona

16 U wevel

17 Cnampair

1= Nemm’ oo \
N N

s wn

215 ntionaen
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Ningle Siagle Mult-
County Caty agurisdiction
State ~DA RIRAN SDA SIrA
SI'ATE OF 11T LINOIS
22 Madison \
23 Cumberiand X
- 24 Monroe X
25 Jefferson X
26 Saline "
STATE OF INDIANA
1 Wichington X
\ 2 Pases X
3 Sullivan X
4 Wayne X
5 Delaware X
6 Bocne X
7 Marnion \
§ Fultm \
9 Madicon \
10 Elkhart \
11 St Jesephs A
12 Monroe X
13 Larearte AN
* Lake X
15 Ty pocanoe \
16 Vago X
17 Dcralb X
SIATEOKFIOWA
1 Clavton A
2 Mitchell \
3 Buenalta S
1 Waordbur, \
3 Ca'noun N
o OMarshall X
7 Blackhawt A
R Dubugue X
@ Scant hY
1o Linn hN
11 Jasper X
12 Carroll X
13 Pottawat mue A
14 Union X
15 Jetf ren \
fo Dedones
SEATE OF KANSAS
1 Ru-i' Sihna \
[ S
Lo { \
W \
5 Pittanurs \
1S}
[
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State SDA
SIATE OFRENTLOKY

Purchase

Central

Lousville

Narth Central

North kast

Nourthern Kentucky
Eastern Kentuchy CRP
Cumberlands

Blue Grass

STATE OF LOUISIANA

Crlcasieux
Snreveport

Paten Rouge
Jefferwon

Iafcsette

New Orleans
Quachita

Rapides

Ist Planning Dostricy
10 Una Pranning District
11 %d Pisnnieg District
12 4th Planning District
13 3th Plenning District
14 bth Plar-ing Destrict
15 7th Plannming Dictrict
16 8th Plinning Distriet

STALE OF MAINE

1 Cur herland
2 Pencheeat
3 State Wide SDA

STATE OF MARYL AND

WRIM v da L0 —

DO I LA LD =

I Baumore Cointy

2 Balumere M troooann
3 Freagnch Conr iy

4 Lower Shorg

5 Moat.omery County

6 ProwccGeore < Crounty
CN tromAMarvong

S8 Sy wenanna

G 1y aer Shore
10 Western Marsland

STATE OF MASSWCHUSEI TS

| ST v

2 b

3 Broacktun

[ LS NI

L AL O £ I
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Single Single
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X
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AN
X
X
AN
X
AN
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Single Single Mulu-
. County City Junisdictional
State SA SDA SDA SiCA

STATE OF MASSACHCUSETTS
¢ Hampden
7 Metro North
c 8 Metro South-West
9 Bedford, Cape Cod & Island
10 Northern Essex (Lawrence)
11 Northern Middlesex
12 Northern Worcester
. 13 Coastal
14 Southern Essex
15 Southern Wor. ester

STATE OF MICHIGAN

Allegan and Ottawa
Arenac

Barry Branch

Bayv Siginaw

Berrien Van Buren
Central Upper Pentnsunia
Detrust X
Downriver CC

Eastern Upper Peninsula
Genesse

Gratitot

Hillsaale Jackson
Huron

14 Kalamazoo

15 Grand Rapids

16 WestCentral

17 lansing Tr: County

18 Ann Arbor

19 Macomb and St Clair

20 Muskegon and Oceana

21 NE Lower Michigan

22 NW Lower [raverse

23 Oakland

24 Pantiac

25 Wawvne by
26 Western Upper Peninsula

SIATE OF MINNESOTA

North West

Viianesota CEP

N E Minnesota

Duluth X
Fast Contral

Touheest

~oatht - gl

Saith kst

Hennepin Carver, Scott Co

P4 DG 6 e G D4 D6 D4 6 G

—_
ST OW IO U s OB =

——
to

&
P X DA AN A D R DA D DA DA DG D D D e D D

27 ST A
Fali bt S ]
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State/SDA

STATE OF MINNESOTA

10 Minnecapols
11 Dakota
12 St Paul

STATE OF MISSISSIPP]

1 GuifCoast SDA
2 Jackson
3 State Wide SDA

STATE OF MISSOURI

1 NW Trenton

2 Areall Shelby

3 Kansas City

4 Johnson, Sedaha

5 Jefferson City

6 St Lous County

7 Ozarks Jasper

8§ Greene Springfield
9 Camden

10 West Plains-Howell
11 Cape Girardeau

12 Balance of Jackson
13 St LowmisCity

14 St Charles

15 Frankhn

STATE OF MONTANA
1 CEP
2 Rural

STATE OF NEBRASKA

1 Omaha
¢ Gre ‘or Nebraska
3 Lince.
STATE OF NEVADA
1 Northern
2 Sputhera

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

1 HiPsporough County
2 Ba.ance of State
STATE OF NEW JERSEY
OceanCoantn
Aiad' se o County
Niorsts Crounty
Monmouth Count,
Bergen County
E«ox Courty

[ RO FCR R
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Single Single Mults-
County City Jurisdictional
__ShA o SbA  sBA
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
N
x
X
X
X
X
X
A
Y
A
X
A
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Single Single Multi-
County City Jurisdictional
__State/5DA N SDA ShA |
STATE OF NEW JERSEY
7 Passaic County
8 Mercer County
9 Gloucester County
10 Jersey City
11 Cnion County
12 Newark
13 Somerset Hunterdon
v 14 Warren/Sussex
15 Burhington X
16 Atlarntic/Cape May
17 Cumberland’Salem
18 Camden X
19 Hudson X

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

1 Albuquerque

2 State-Wide SDA
STATE OF NEW YORK
Broome Tioga County
Dutrhess Putnam
Chemung Steuben/Schuyler
Columbia/Greene
O-ange
Sullivan
Ulster
Yonkers
Niacra
0 Ovster Bay
11 Hempstead
12 Suflolk
13 New York City
14 Westchester County

texciuding Yonkers)

15 Rochland
16 Albany Rensseleer  Schenectaoy
17 Fulton:Montgomery.Scholarie
18 Saratoga'Warren/Washington
19 Clinton Essex/Franklin'Hamilton
20 lefferson Lews
21 St Lawrence A
22 Herximner Madison/Oneida
23 Chenengn'Detaware Ostego
24 Cayuga'CortlandTompkin
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Single
Caunty
SDA

Single
City
__SDhA

STATEOF NEW YORK
30 Monroe Co fexcluding Rochester)

X

31 Genesee'L.vingston Orleans/ W yoming

32 Buffalo/Cheekowaga/Tonowanda

33 Eric Co (excluiing Buffalo)

34 Allegheny Cataraugus/Chautaugua
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
Alamance
Bunc<ombe
Central Piedmont
Centralina
Curberland
Davidson
Winston Salem
Gaston
Greeasboro
Charlotte
Walle
Rural

STATE OF NORITH DAKOTA

1 State Wide SDA
NORITHERNMARIANAISLANDS
STATE OF OHIO

Wilhhams
Lima
\hhami
Prehle Montgcmery
Daswen
Butler

H~ mitwn
Cincinnat
Icreao
10 Mar.on
11 Springfield
12 MWarren Cicremont
13 Sandu-kv
14 Riuchiand
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. oveltte
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Single Single
County City
State'SDA SDA SDA

Multi-
Jurisdictioral
SDA

STATE OF OHIO
24 Perry
25 Lake
26 Ashtabuia
27 Trumbell
28 Portage
29 Mahoning
30 Youngstown X
31 Monroe

STATE OF OKLAHOMA

North West
North Central
South West
South Central
Soutnern
Central

East Central
Tulsa

North Fast
South East
Eastern
Norman X

STATE OF OREGON

Multnomah Washington

Clackamas X

Marion

City of Eupuene \
Lane X

Jdacksun Josephine

Oregon Consortium

City of Poriiand N
ATE OF PENNSYLVANIA
Alleghcny County

Pitteburegh Ciyy

Beaver County

Berks County

Bucks County

Centre Clinte v Laconar & Mitfhe
Chester County

Nelaware County

Ere County City

Franklin Adamse

Iancoster County N\
e chY o

Lacnonarn e S rint e
Luzerne Schuyvthilil

Mercer County Consortium
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Single Sinple Mulu-
. County City Junisdictonal
Statc/SHA SDA SDA_  SDA

STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA
16 Montgomery County X
17 Northumberland, Columbia,
Union/ Juniata;Snyder/Montour
18 Philadelphia City X
19 SETCO
20 Southern Alleghenies Consortium
21 Tr-County Manpower
22 Washington Greene Corinties
23 Westmoreland Lafayette Counues
24 Way 2Pike:Monrce/Carbon
25 Wvoming Sullivan/Tioga B. acford
26 ‘McKean Potter’Elk/Cameron/
Jeffersen Clearfield
27 York County X

PLFRTFO RICO

1 Ser luan x
2 Balaweof Puertr Rico X

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND
1 State Wide SDA

2 Providence
3 Vioonsocket

STATE OF SOL ' CAROLINA

1 State Wide SDA X
STATEOFSOLIHDAROTA

1 State Wide SDA X
STATE OF TENNESSKFF

Lnicn

Groene

Rroxy. X
Ruane

McM.ford

Hamilwon

Smith

Cheatho o

N chwule X
10 Coflen

11 Perry

12 Havwood

13 T.nen
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Single Single Multi-
County City Junisdictional
State'SDA SDA SDA SDA
STATE OF TEXAS
1 Alamo X
2  Austin X
v 3 Br:s Valley X
4 Cameron X
5 Balance of Capital Planning X
6 Central Texas X
7 Balanceof C st Bend X
8 Cencho Valley X
y 9  Corpus Christ X
10 Balance of Dallas X
11 Dallas X
12 DeepEastTevas X
13 EastTexas X
14 Ft Worth Arlington X
15 Golden Crescent X
16 Balance of Gulf Coast X
17 Balance of Harris X
18 Heartof Texas X
19 Hidalgo and Witlacy X
20 Houston X
21  Lubbock X
22 Middle Rio Grande X
23 North Centra Texas X
2?4 North East Texas X
25  North Texas X
26 Panhandle X
27 Permian Baua X
2&  South East Texas X
29  Balance of South Plains X
30  SouthTexas X
31 Texoma X
2 Balance of Torrent X
33 Lcoper Rio Grande X
34 WestCentral X
IRUST FERRITORIES OF
MHE PACIFIC ISLANDS
1 Tre Republic of Paiau \
2 The Republic of the Marchall X
Ielands X
3 TheStateof Yap X
4 The State of Punape A
5 TneState of Truk X
6 T'be State of Kosrae A
1
v
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Simygle Single Multy
County City Jutisdictional

_State'SHA SSDAT L SPAL L S

VSUAVEE OF L A

Weber Morgan

SiltLake City X
Daves

Mountainland

Bear River

Six County

South Wst

{ mtah B-un

South Fast

SPATE OF VERMONI
1 State Wide SDA
STATE OF VIRGENIA

Planning Deatrictz TR T
Plannming Districts & 1V
Fafth Distnct F&T Consurtium
Pianning Districts VI & V]I
Plannming Distiicts IX & X
Planning Dictrias & I1F XTIV £ XIX
Plann ne Dt X3V
Cun of Richmiond X
Peminsula Office of Manpower
Prayvrams
1t Bav Corarrtiam
11 Southesstern Didewater Arca
AManosower Authonity

C Nortnern Virgimia Manpower Consortuim
13 Alexandniy Arlirgion

4 Central Picamont Emplovment
Consortinm

MVIRGENIST ANDS X
STALE OF WASHIANGEON

Oivmpsr
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North West
Spansnosh X
King Se e
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South West
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Single Single Multu-
) ) County Citv Juisdictional
State;SDA SDA ShA S

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
1 Kanawha County X
2 Charleston City X

STATE OF WISCONSIN

Milwaukee X
SE Wisconsin

East Central

T ine

. uth Central

Rock X
Lake Michigan

Woestern Winnebago

Northern Winnebago

10 Central

11 West Centray

12 North West

He rth Central

1 ~orth East

1o South West

16 Western

17 Marathon X

STATE OF WYOMING
1 Siate Wide SDA X

oo JESNap RN R IVY L g

PAFCPEDAI PP R DA X X

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Kolberg. We wili complete the panel,
and then each of you may have a few questions. The nex* witness
is Ms. Marsha Oliver,

STATEMENT OF MARSHA OLIVER, PRESIDENT, INDIANAPOLIS
PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL, INC., ON BEHALF OF THE NA.
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCILS

Ms. OLiver. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members ui the sub-
committee, I am Marsha Oliver, chairman of the National Associa-
tion of Private Industry Councils and president of the Indianapolis
Privatc Industry Council. I welcome the opportunity to speak with
you today and am encouraged by this hearing.

I b-ing a message to you today on behalf of more than 600 pri-
vate industry councils and their more than 11,000 private sector
voluateers, all of whom want you to know that JTPA is working.
It's working for unemployed adults, it’s working to help youths
enter the labor force, and it's working for businesses, large and
small, 1t’s making partners of local elected officials, business and
community leaders. In what is a relaiively short period of time,
these partnershin have not only flourished, but have resuited in
some very creative solutions -0 some age old problems,

It is with that enthusiasm in mind that I ask you to consider
three suggestiors on the JTPA implementation, allocation of funds
to States, the impact of serving certain target groups on perform-
ance standards. First, implementation, I have already said it is
working. The hands off attitude of the Department of Labor and
the willingness to let locals plan and develop their own programs
have mad2 PIC's realize how capable thev -eally are, In fact, in
this relatively unrestricted environment, you could say PIC’s are
on a fast track.
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What we need now is training and technical assistance which
only DOL can spearhead. We realize the new futures of JTPA and
the history of job training are based on rich experiences with past
Federal programs. Performance contracting, performance stand-
acds, youth competency standards, what has worked for decades,
what hasn’t, DOL has the raw data which we need to come up with
some creative long-term solutions, but we have no time nor desire
to reinvent the wheel.

Further. we ask that DOL provide more definitive guidance, es-
pecially regarding the content of Fedecral audits. PIC’s as much or
more than any group want fair and reasonable accounting in JTPA
expenditures. However, in the absence ¢” guidance, States feel com-
pelled to create needlessly complex systems to second guess the Fe-
derals. I, and those I represent, say the potential waste this repre-
sents both in dollars and manpower is rzason enough to come up
with those guidelines now. Again, PIC’s do not view these sugges-
tions as infringements on their territory. We ask that the Depart-
ment develop a process of identifying information and technical as-
sistance needs that define a priority, bid national funds, and that it
provide leadership 1n coordinating national, regional, and State ef-
forts.

Second, the allocation of funds to States specifically State and
sub-State allocation formulas under JTPA, as we're all aware and
has been previously testified, JTPA uses a very complex forrula to
determine fund amounts on the basis of poverty and levels of struc-
tural unemployment. These are relatively constant factors. There-
fore, it would be natural to assume that fundinfl shifts would not
shift widely from year to year. Well, let us all hope that they do
not, because it would be almost impossible to market a stable em-
ployment and training system without stable infrastructure of
which funding is the key. This is needed for title II-A, title II-B
and title IIL.

Lastly, performance standards. Here is an issue deeply affected
by the recordkeeping requirements of JTPA. The data that is col-
lected now helps to determine what the standards will be for the
future. Where earlier I mentioned the need to simplify the system,
here is a case where a few cosmetic changes to forms or systems
can result in more representative performance standards. Filling
gaps under client characteristics, such as educational levels and
the amount of weeks on welfare, would certainly L.ave the potential
of impacting naticnal performance standards. Also being able to
add the attainment of youth employment competencies to the Fed-
eral report form woulcg' be nice since over 300 PIC’s have worked
for almost 2 years to develop local systems and now have no way to
show that they are on targeti.

Since I have been talking about recordkeeping, I would like to
take that a step further and say ihat NAPIC is in favor of postpro-
gram followup on JTPA clients. We support it becacse it is really
the only way on a local level to eay to taxpayers JTPA offers great
return on investment. Again, we see the Department of Labor
taking the lead so that States, SDA’s, can eventually share compa-
rable information.

And so to summarize, you have 11,000 private sector volunteers
out there who want you to know JTPA works. Now that we've

BEST COPY AVAILAGLE
73




175

proved what we cz . do for you, we are here to tell you what you
can de for us. That is make technical as<istance a priority. We are
moving too fast for it not to be. Since JTPA is targeted to a con-
stant and structurally unemployed ana economically disadvan-
taged, don't let cu:rent funding formulas be :afluenced by small
movements in local cyclical unemployment. And last, allow us at a
v local level to realiy serve the most in need. We know the system
will operate vuly as well a= the information entered into it. Make
it possible for us to tell you more so that JTPA can progress
through its adolesc~nce and into maturity. Thank you very much.
' Mr. Haves. 1.ank you, Ms. Qliver.
[The prepared statemeut of Marshs M. Oliver follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT O MARSHA M. ULIVER, PRESmENT, INDIANAPOLIS PRIVATE Liv-
DUSTKY COUNCIL, INC., ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION G PRIVATE IN-
DUSTRY COUNC:LS

Mr. Cheirman, Member; of the Subcommittee, I am Marsha Oliver, President of
the IrZianapolis Private Industry £_.oncil, Inc. and Chairmen of tre Board of Direc-
tors of the Nati.nal Association of Private Indust:y Councils (NAPIC). The Indian-
apolis Private Industry Council serves &s the administrative entity for Job Training
Partnership Act funds in Marion County, Indiana, which “~rbidus the City of Iudi-
anapolis. NAPIC is the only national membership organ ai...: for krivate I ustry
Councils (PICs). f,tembership in NAPIC is open to all . e lnd2¢i v Councils and
State Job T  .ing Coordinating Councils (SJTCCs). T.». ..ss0ci1ation has approxi-
mately 2°° mem ber PICs at this time.

1 am . 2ased »» apear before you today at this oversight hearing tc discuss the
Job Training Pai.nership Act (JTPA) and its implementation at the federal, state
and local levels.

My major inessage today, Mr. Chairman, is that the Job Training Partnership Act
" vorking very well indeed. It is workirg for unemployed adults and youth prepar-

to enter the world of work; it is working for large and small employers and it is
werking for all our citizens through increased productivity by equiping neople to go
from taxpay:r dependency ‘o econcmic self sufficiency in cities, tiv us and rural
communities acroes this nstion. The thousands »f business and other communrity
voluateers who serve on uver 60J private industry ccuncils and state councils have
ma 'z a positive difference to the nation’s job training and placement programs. The
dyne imic partnerships between clo-ted officials and  ivate industry councils =~ ake a
real difference. So to does the increased communic.cion between governors and local
empioyers through state councils and PICs that has led to a new spirit of coopera-
tion in consid=ring the educational and economic development n in the states.

Mr. Chairman, we sh.uld not be surprised by these accomplishments. After ail,
these outcomcs are amung those you in the Congrees espc' .ed when y.u drafted the
Job Training Partnership Act. We the PIC volunteers a.d professional admiaistra-
tors of JTPA are proud of the accomplishments of this prograw in two short years.
As you wll recali, public confidence in federal joo training had s¢ 10usly
eroded a few years ago. Today, howeyer, positive grtic) 28 on the business support for
these programs, on the general qual ty of these programs, and on the community
eupport for an 1 participation in theer. programs 18 routine in the media of hundreds

v of communi‘..s .

Nonetheless, while we believ. nat the successes of JTPA are rightly recountcd
and due credit given, we also recogrize areas for improvement and problems we
must address. This also should come as no surprise. Virtually all feder.' ¢rograms
that serve a variety of goals, population groupe and regions of the country have en-

. gendered disagreements as to mission and perf~ —.ance. 1t i8 in a spirit of construc-
tive dizlogue, attempting to understand our successes and our shoricomings, to find
solutions that work, to clarify the yoals of our endeavors that we join this hearin’

ay.

M~ Chairman, we are particularly pleased to note the new leadership at the De-
pa. ..ent of Labor and its Emp'oyment and Training Administration. Since his con-
firmation in June, Secret:ry Wiliiam Drock has reinvigorated the Department with [/
his own -ense of mission and service. We believe that Mr. Brock is uniquely quali-
fied to provide the same leadership to the business community, elected officials and
the professionals in the job training network. Mr. Roger Semerad, the designee as
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Assistant Secretary for Employment and Training, is a seasoned veteran of job
training programs from a variety of perspectives. Together, they have set youth edu-
catio:: and employment, productivity, worker displacement ard improved coordina-
tion with education amr economic development as the primary issues of their
tenure. PILs will share this assessment. PICs look forward to leadership, assistance
and support from the Department and the Congress as we move to address these
important issues.

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, from NAPIC's vantage point the
implementation of JT™A appears to have gone smoothly in the main. The advent of
JTPA presented major challenges to states and localities in forging po"l'}g develop-
ment and administrative structures that ..et the uirements of A. These
ch nges ha” the potential to c.eate a chaotic situation during the transition period.
Instead the system handled the changeover in an organized and systematic fashion.
Res ilts from the first National Alliance of Business, Westat and Independent sector
surveys support our more subjective reading. Credit is due policymakers at all levels
of the system for this accomplishment.

During the implementation of JTPA, th2 Department of Labor promised states
and localities a hands-off approach in keeping with the spirit of state and local deci-
sion-making unacrpinning the law. The Department Eept its promise, allowing
states and localities to define their partnerships and develop J)olicies and procedures
for doing business. In turn, states and SDAs and their PICs developed the procedur-
al, administral.ve and institucional framework for JTPA.

The Department’s approach was to be preferred *o one tnat emphasized detailed
federal regulation. At tge same time, however, this ag rosch has left a number ..
questions unanswered and issues in doubt. Now that PICs have turned to matters of
program design, assessment and oversight, NAPIC hears the eame questions r -ised
over and over again. The consistency of certain questions suggests, we believe, chat
the Labor department could play a constructive role 5y moving rapidly to address
these matters through the development of a national plan for technical assistance,
training, information sharing and other forms of guidance.

Over the past three years, the National Association of Private Industry Councils
has been active in providing training and technical assistance to local PICs ang
their staffs. It has been our experience that not only are a majority of PIC niembers
aew to this system, but so are a great number of their staffs. This being the case,
technical assistance for the policymakers, admilistrators and program operators is
of the utmost impo:tance. It also is one of the areas where the Labor Department
cen play an appropriate and constructive r“le.

We have in mind both the training and technical assistance that is required be-
ause of the n.>w £zatures of JTPA and training that draws upon the rich experience
of past feceral initiatives as well as innovative approaches that have emerged under
JTPA. In th= iirst instance, we suggest that a pogitive contribution can be made 1n
such areas as verf{ormance contracting, ’performanoe standards and PIC approved
youth employment competency systems. In the second instance, we note th- wealtk:
of information that exists on successful efforts from the previous o decades of fed-
«ral job training experienccs, especially information on effective straﬁegl;;s in assist-
ing disadvantaged youth. Under JTPI a number of good ic2as b-.ve been tried in
specific program areas as well as in .narketing and coordination with relaid 8ys-
tems in economic development, welfare and education.

Investments in those who plan, oversee and operate this new system are impor-
tant and will pay dividends through improved qua‘zli?' and efficiency at the state
and lccal level. Private employers have long recogn.zed this fact in their businesses.
JTPA’s volunteers, elected officials and professional staff are its major asset. We do
not have time to reinvent the wheel. The Department shrul”? take .. . sadership role
in providing training and technical assistance on proven strategies il this program
is to prosper as a model for federal, state and local cooperation. ’

I would not like to turr in somewhat more detail to a few of the areas where fed-
eral leadership and support appears most appropriate. {'ne of the most critical
changes and important innovations to the employment and training system was the
institutionalization of the performance standards. The Department deserves credit
for the deliberate approach that was developed for disignfnq and implementing the
performance gtandards. However, the performance stande. Is system is coraplex. It
involves both statistical analysis and an understanding of process. States and local-
ities have not received the kind of in-depth training necessary to make the perform.
ance standard- system work as effectively as it might. As yor. kaow, states and
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SDAs have been quite successful 1n meeting the various standards . promulgated
by the Labor Department. However, we are concerned that states and SDAs do rot
have the infermation they nzed to use performance staadards to mcasure perform-
ance against locally determined goals

All too often, the standards are driving the system ia a ngid fashion rather than
measuring the efficacy of local decisions. As designed by Congress, these standards
were flexible—taking into account a local arees decision to work with harder-to-
serve youth or choosing higher skill, longer term training strategies. However, we
are concerned that the flexibility of the performance system 158 rarely understood
and, therefore, almost never used. To ensure the credibility end usefulness of a
system that most of us supported, it is important that the Department provide for
adequate trairing in this area. NAPIC, in conjunction with the National Governors
gssocmtion has been offering training in this critical area, but more needs to be

one.

In addition to performance s’andards, we find that the role of the federal govern-
ment 1n the audit process remains one of the major concerns of administrators and
volunteers alike. The Department of Labor has provided very little quidance to
states 1n this regard States have found themselves 1n a position of imposing more
statewide regulations than might be necessary for fear of the unknown content of
federal audits. The major issue in this regard is whether the federal government
will accept state rule-making concerning allowable JTPA expenditures (provided, of
course, such rules are consistent with reasonable accounting standards and audit
procedures). All too often the Department prefers to tell the States that interpreta-
tions of the law are up to the Governor while reserving the right to determine the
mezmng of the law independently during federal audits. Clearly, this posture has
led to increased red tape and paper work at the state and, therefore, local levels.
Too often, SDAs are losing the promised benefits of an Act that emphasizes results
over process and record ' 1g. It is time for the Department to provide relief in
this regard. Only federal g. jance wili discourage states from needlessly creating
complex menagement, accounting and auditing procedures simple to insure that
they are not second guessed at the federa! level.

There are a number of additional areas where a federal presence in the technical
assistance field would prove keneficiui. For example, PIC approved youth employ-
ment competency systems, as authorized in Section 106 of the Act, offer a key
method of forging cooperative relationships between PICs and public secondary edu-
cation systems. PIC members recognize that school reform is essential to sulving the
problems which they attempt to address in adults. NAPIC believes that husiness in-
volvement with educators in developing such competencies offers a positive contri-
bution to cur cducational systems. In the youth employment and education area,
NAPIU has joined with a number of national orgenizations sharing and technical
assistance. These recommendations have been shared with the Secretary.

If time permitted, we could go on to list topics from older worker employment to
the necessary elements of a PIE—LEO Agreement for where DOL provision of, finan-
cial support for, or coordination of existing efforts might prove beneficial.

The Departmeni currently invests i1a information and technical assistar.2
through in-house efforts ana contracts with a variety of public, nonprofit and pri-
vate organizations. Yet the current system often fails to address the most pressing
needs (as pointed out above, these areas either r quire direct federal involvement or
more resources than any one group has), often fails to coordinate efforts among na-
tional and state grouns, and does not set priorities, based on state and local input,
for its staff and contractoss to follow. Therefu,e, we recommend that the Depart-
ment develop = process for 1dentifying information and technical assistance n-~eds,
that :t order theze needs by federal priority, that it bid national funds in respons to
its priorities, that ‘t provide leadership in coordinating national ard regional efforts,
and that it assist ti.= states in identifying expertise in one state that might be of
assistance tu other sta‘es so that we gain greater efficiency in our training expendi-
tures at ail levels. We know that the Secretary is committed to i-nproving federal
training and technical assistance. We hepe that these suggestions are of some assist-
ance in setting his coming agenda in this reygard.

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO SYATES

Mr Chairman, with regard to federal funiing of JTPA tw2 points should be em-
phasized above all others First we need adequate funding to aeliver the potential
benefits of this p.ogram At a minimum, level funding of JTPA in the Fiscal Year
1986 apgropriation 18 needed. Second, funding of PICs has tu be stabilized on a year-
‘o-year basis.
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On the second point, the existing JTPA allocation formulas are a major concern
among all of us. Allocations for a job treining system should be guided by two prin-
ciples. First, funds should be distributed in a relatively equitabie manner on the
basis of need. As you know, JTPA, through a relatively complex formula, targets
money on the basis of poverty and level of structural unemployment. Second,—But
of major importance in the short-run—since we ere funding an education and train-
ing system which rell;lsres a stable infrastructure and the capacity t~ market its
preduct on a reliable basis over time, the funding shif's from year to year skould be
relatively small.

We believe that these two principles are compatible in *he job training arena.
After all, the programs are targeted to the structurally unemployed and economical-
ly dicadvantaged. This popilation does not vary cramatically within most comrzuni-
ties from year to year. Yet JTPA funds, thus far at least, tend to fluctuaie widely
from state to state even with the 90 percent hold harmless provision and to fluctu-
ate immenself at the PIC level where such a protection does not exist.

To many PIC members it does not appear tnat the current formulas are targeting
to the areas of ;reatest need but rather are being influ¢ by small movements in
state and local cyclical unemployment. As a co: uence, several states absorbed
cuta of the full ten percent and scores of PICe and their SDAs were cut by over 25
percent for the current program yeer. PICs cannot operate programs that have the
confidence of the community— they can neither invest in development nor establish
a stuble gource of empioyers who use their program—in the face of cuts of this mag-
nitude. Furthermo:e, the mﬁpopulation——t e low income and the unemployed—
are virtually unchanged in lute numbers in the community whose job training
funds are cut by 40 percent.

Those of us who support the JTPA system have been discussirg the allocation
shortcominfs of the current law for some two years. A3 you know, the proposed sc-
lutions include: changing the formulas in the Act; applying the 90 percent hold
harmless at the Service Delivery Level; or identifying adminstrative solutions that
would not require Congressional action. While the lg .t option is now largely moot,
NAPIC is not certain that we have the necessary data on which to develop an in-
formed solution. A 90 per.ent hold harmless might lack in any inequities of the past
two years. A rewrite of the formulas by the Congress is fraught with difficulty and
uncertainly. We do recommend that this Subcommitt2e look at the matter carefully.

RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS OF THT JTPA PROGRAM

While NAPIC ccntinues to support the reduced paperwork of JTPA, there are a
few areas where we suggest modifications in the current requirements. Above all,
an item that must be added to the JTPA Annual Status Report (JASR) is the “at-
tainment of youth employment competencies”. Over the past two years over 300 Pri-
vate Industry Councils have worked to develop a local system of youth emplo: aent
competencies as a way to brorden their options for youth training strategies and
therefore yonth positive termir. itions. Private Industry Councils took the initiative
in this arena to exercise thuir oitaion under section 106 of JTPA with very little di-
rection from the Department of Labor. At the present time, while PICs are counting
youth who attain locally developed competencies as a positive termination, this in-
formation is only cordyed at the local and state levels. The federal government has
no idea when it g. ~ers the data from states how many of the youth positive termi-
nations nationally are due to the attainment of employment competencies, separate
and apart from the other positive terminations (placements, entering the military,
returning to full time school, completing major level of education, or entering non
Title II training.) This is becanse at the present time the youth who attain compe-
tencies are recorded on the JASR with all “other terminations.”

The adition of a data element on the JASR to record attained youth competen-
cies will meet two purposes. First, such an elemeant wili send a message to the
system that legitimizes programs that teach youth employability skills but may not
have placement on the job as the ultimate outcome. It will also support Private In-
dustry Councils for having taken an intitiative that mey have come at potential
audit risk, by developing tileil' systems of youth empll':{ment competencies. Second,
the add. ion, of this data element will assist the overall m in deriving the na-
tional performance standards. At the present time, it is difficult for the Department
of Labor to do any modeling (with resiecﬁ to the regression analysis model) around
the positive terminauun: rate for youth because their are no discrete numbers for
this part of the calculation. This has the offect locally of giving greater weight to
placemcnts than any other terminations for youth. As we all Xnow, some youth ma
require different program objectives to bring them “‘up to speed” arourd the skil
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they need to get and keep entry level jobs in their local communities Without the
vbility to record attained youth competencies as part of the positive termination
rate, we will continue to send a message tc the system which may r-sult in placing
youth on jebs before they have the ability to retain thcse jobs.

Beyond the youth competency issue, we also recognize that other data on our ef-
forts is necessary for reasons of assessment and accountability. For example, most
states require that PICs collect more data cn participants than DOL requires and

v collects. For the most part this is acceptable since we need the data  measure our
progress toward program goals. Ir most states and locse ‘es we know n ore about
the characteristics of cur participants, the types of ser. es and training they re-
ceive and the outcomes of their participation than is reflected in federa: data.

One of the uses of the data collected under JTPA is to derive national standards

. within the present DOL performance standards system. While the system presently
used accounts (or sevcral client characteristics that have an impact on local per-
formance, there cre other factors that may partially define whether a client is nard
to serve which are not collected nationally.

The colleciion of a few ~lients factors as eduational levels and amount of weeks on
welfare would not create additional paperwork requirements. PICs and SDAs would
benefit from the resultant improvement in the national standards.

A third issue with respect to record keeping that I would like to address has to do
with the collection of follow-up data and the implementation of a post-program per-
formance standards system. The National Association of Private Industry Councils
supports the collection of follow-up data on JTPA clients. We support them because
we believe that the system has a .esponsibility to articulate the return on the tax-
payers investment. We also believe that post-program information can provide credi-
bility with state legislators and with the private sector. Follow-up information can
also be particularly helpful in assisting states to coordinate job training progrmas
wiih other state initiatives.

The National Governors’ Aseociation recently completed a survey of the states or
a variety of performance standards issues ani while the report is not complete at
this time they did discover some important information regarding post-program
data collection. The survey indicated that twenty-eight states (57% o thore respond-
ing) have already implemented a follow-up system which collects some of the infor-
mation recommended by the JTPA Performance Standards Advisory Committee. By
the beginning of Program Year (PY) '86 fully 80% of the states which responded to
their questionnaire plan to have operational systems. The question is no longer
should follow-up be done, but how a consistent system can be achieved. States and
local¢ . as well as the Department, will benefit from a national approach to follow-up
which allows DGL to establish national standards while providing the states and lo-
calities with the ability to share comparable information.

TARGET GROUPS

|
|
As the Subcommittee knows, there have been few areas of JTPA that l=ad to as ‘
much controversy as that of who is being served bL;ITPA. As we have indicated in |
the past, the first point that needs to b stated js that JTPA is serving eligible indi-
viduals characterized by poverty, poor educational attainment, and unemployment.
This is as the Act intended To the criticism that we are not serving the most diffi-
cult vf the hard-to-employ, I believe mos: PICs would respond that they are serving
the motivated fron. among those who face real barriers to employment. Since we
can serve three to five percent of the eligibles in our communities in any one year,
this appears to be a reascnable decision.
. At the same time, we recognize that our investments in prople shculd go to those
who will show significant leng-term financial gain through our assistance. This o
servation takes us back to our earlier points that JTPA needs a credible follow-ulp
system and ‘. needr constructive assistance in the use of performance standards. It
elsn raises the need for greater .rogress in developing the PIC's role in joint plan-
. ning for local Job Service activities. Finally, it suggests that Congress may wish to
reassess the himite placed on financial assistance and program design by JTPA.
Given a growing economy, PICs can train a vericty of those in need of help provided
the);l are given the financial resources and program tools necessary for the task st
han

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In conclusion, we would summarize our observations and recommendations as fol-
lows:
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The implementation of JTPA was completed in a successtul fashion, some
11,000 volunteers are now active partners in the Jjob training system;

The Department ot Labor has primary responsibility for determining the in-
formational, training and technical assistance needs of the various partners
u~der JTPA through efforts that identify the policy and programming needs of
states, local governments and PICs, fund those aclivities dcemed federal prior-
ities, and coordinate other publicly funded efforts, especially state capacity in
these areas;

Congress and the Department ghould investigate the issues of equity and ata-
bility in JTPA funding, since they are central to the long-term wiability of

JTPA, and develop appropriate legislat; r latory changes;
Level funding for .PFPA shouldeg‘: maiatam:zuand
The Department should move swiftly to improve the performance standards
thirough the implementation of follow-u; grooedures, the improvement of the
data base underlying the standards, including provision for attaining PIC ap-
proved youth emp'oyment competercies, and improved training and technical
assistance.
This concludes my formal presentation. Thank you for your attentinn. i would be
happy to answer any questions.

Mr. Haves. Our next witness.

STATEMENT OF J. MARTIN JENSEN, EXECUTIV E DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP, INC.

Mr. JEnsEN. Mr. Chairn an, thank you very much. I am Martin
Jensen, executive director of the National Job Training Fartner-
ship. We are a national association of some 200 lwal and State
agencies with formal . esponsibilities under the Job Training Part-
nership Act, and we are a broad umbrella organization for all of
the various State and !ocal partners in the system.

Mr. Chairman, so much been said and so meny th.ngs need
not be repeated that I will just try to generalize a bit and perhaps
touch with some slightly different emphases on some of the points
that have been made rather than belabor the points, becsuse they
have all been excellent.

I think in the first instance, I want to say that in its first 2 years
of operztion, the JTPA system has done pretty well what it was
asked to do as its highest priorities. It got itself established, and it’s
a ?eographically and political restructuring process that was very
difficult. The private sector interests have become involved and in-
dicate that they intend to remain so. The States have assumed pri-
mary responsibility for administering the programs, and developin
their own policies and planning mechanisms quite unaccustomed,

uite different from what they’re accustomed to under the old

ETA regulations and the Wagner ’eyser regulations that provide
such detailed guidance to them.

The programs are performance driven, and with heavy emphasis
on placement at the least cost, and trainin' in a broad sense ab-
sorbs something like 75 percent of the availuble funds under title
II-A, so that’s what the system was asked to do, and it seems that
the system has been responding quite well f that.

In other words, it’s important to emphas.ze that the system has
been remarkably responsive to national leadership as all of the
studies have concluded, and as I think Professor Orfield confirmed
in a very dramatic fashion heie tcday.

In that context, the liearing of this subcommittee and the new
leadership of Secretarv of Labor Brock and his team will ¢ mbine
or have combinec real'y to alert the system to expect some new siz-
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nals, and those are forthcoining and will perhaps fai! in these
areas.

The performance standards, as you heard, are being revised to
reflect JTPA goals of long return benefits to a broader range of
participants. The Department is moving cautiously, perhaps too

v cautiously, toward postprogram performance measures based on
what happens ‘o program graduates some weeks after they leave
the program. Our own soundings based upon partnership forums
we held across the couniry indicate that State and local officials

’ are getting ready for the longer term measures, but they ai. appre-
nensive about now they will be used and rewards and sarn.tions
systems, and how they will impact already strained administrative,
but particularly program budgets. One key in this whole area has
already been mentioned to you. I would like to reemphasize the ne-
cessity for uniform definitions of such terms as participant, termi-
nation, and plecemen®, for without them, the data we collect and
the operation of those performance standards cannot be equitable
across the State, let alone across the country.

On the problem of youth service, the programs need <ncourage-
ment, guidance, technical assistance, some regulatory belief. en-
couragement and guidance on expanding basic skills training, clear
guidance on tae use of fixed unit J)rice contracts for youth services
which they have nat received, and perhaps clearance in an admin-
istrative regulation or in policy guid ince to allow the payment to
youth of earned incentive payments as a mean of coaxing them
into and keeping them in the programs.

On services to targeted groups, and especially disadvantaged per-
sons, this is a major item for national lead~— “ip to which the
system is so responsive, and with that, I am _fisent that State
and local officials will shift their focus away .rom OJT for job
ready high school graduates to work program designs that reach
and serve those with lower skill levels, more of those with lower
skill levels and Lar "2rs to employment.

Since innovation .3 a risky business in an environment of compli-
ance paralysis, a phrase that I think Dr. Orfield v-ed yesterday, if
he didn’t repeat it today, the system needs reassurance that the
flexibility it has been told it has will not be repudiated in any new
guidance or requirements that come out or in the process of the
audits yet to come.

On the point of an audit guide, perhaps an audit guide, a nation-
al audit guide itself is not the best device, but maybe it is. As I
. sense from people in the system, the State and local offices, what
they want is soine sense of confidence, some explicit stateinent that
ives them to believe that firm understandings have been reached
tween the employment training administration and the oifices of

. the inspector general, and what the elements of a Federal audit are
going to be and what they will expect the States to audit their sua-
grantees on.

A final point on technical assistance, so much has been said a0
well today on the need for additional technical assistance for the
system, and 1 won’t repeat that, I will just simply suggest for your
consideratioi: that it may be time to consider reestablishment of an
Office of Management Assistance, something akin to what was es-
tablished in 1979 pursuant to the CETA amendments, perhap- n-*
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as larc an urndertaking, but certainl:’ a devoted undertaking to de-
velop 4 national technical assistance plan in the D.partment of
Labor, to identify technical resources and channei funds into those
areas of technical assistance where there is high prio:ity in terms
of the needs of the system.

Just tu ensure that my testimony includes recognition of the
problem with the 7 llocation formulas, the necessity for funding sta- *
bility, legislative remedies may be required iu that respect, hut I
think the Department could do more to assist the States in admin-
istrative ways. For example, they could get the State employment
security agencies and the JTPA agencies together in active work-
Ing groups to help formulate areas of substantial unemploymert,
those pockets of high unemployment which are a very importan.
factor in *wo of three formula factors in title II.

People at the local level tell me that in talking ith their State
officials, they have identified pockets of unemployment, but are
unable to get them to do the necessary data work to establish those
ASU'’s so that they can be used for formula aliocations. In title III,
there is an emphasis that needs to be made here, that as funds are
cut as a result of underspending, it’s important that that cut be
combined with some arrangements to distribute those ¥ :ing cuts
so that the States who have fuily com'nitted their funds are not
unduly penalized, and that as I understand it, is not included in
either the House or the Senate appropriations bills at the present
time.

Just finally, Mr. Chairman, I would say that as others have said,
that Secretary Brock and Assistant Secretary designate Semerad
and his deputy, Robert Jones, are viewed with optimism through-
cut the system. There is a sense that the Depurtm2nt has equipped
itself for the new era of constractive leadership and einployment
training policies and programs.

I think it's important that if the current limited guidance to
which the system has become accustomed has caused program pa-
ralysis, as Professor Orfield has suggested, then new requirements
could compound that probiem if they’re not administered delicate-
ly, a delicate balance between th> need to issue guidance, and at
he same time to respect the customs that have developed in a
flexibie way so that you can coax the system toward longer term
benefits for the most in need through only necessa -y information
requirements, throvgh carefully crafted performance measures and
through clear and consistent articulation of the Frcader goals ot
the act. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ¢

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Jensen.

[The statement of Mr. Jensen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF J MARTIN JENSEN, FxEcUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL JOB .
TRAINING PARTNFA8HIP, INC.

Mr Chairman and Members of the Subcr.mmittee: I am Martin Jensen, Executive
director cf the National Job Training Partnership, Inc, an association of some 200
local and state agencies with formal responsbilities under the Job Training Partner-
ship A.ct. The Partnership was org. nized in Nuvember and December of 1983 by a
broad group of actors—state and local, public and privete—in the new job training
system and is the only national organization representing all of the various state
and local “partners” under JTPA.
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I am grateful for this opportunity to appear before you today in .'\nother of your
series of hearings into the operation of progre ns under the Act.

The basic purposes of The Partnership are to provide current and historic infor-
mation on employment and training programs and policies and to facil:tate informa-
tion exchange among JTPA professionals ar.d policymakers at state and local levels.
Within that context, my testimony reflects concerns expressed in my discussions

v with our members, as well as my own observations as a former Senate staff profes-
gioatla] and state CETA administrator who helped with the initial vransition to JTPA
in linois.

OVERVIEW

It has becume customary to say that the JTPA system represents a marked depar-
ture from federal employment and training programs of the past, dating back over
20 years. It is probably more accurate to say that JTPA is the second major depar-
ture in a row. The CETA system differed significantly f-om its predecessors witk .s
reliance on local elected officials to plan and administer the programs and its heavy
emphasis on temporary public service employment. In addition, the concept of pri-
vate sector involvem »' was initiated—and initially tested—under title VII of
CETA, enacted in 1978 at the behest of President Carter.

But implementation of the JTPA brought the private sector into fuller involve-
ment not only in the job training programs directly funded under the Act, but also
in the Job Servicc and, through efforts to coordinate, in other human, community,
and economic development programs that are operated at the local level.

The other major thrusts of the Act that are usually cited as distinguishing charac-
teristics of the new system are:

Greater responsibilities for state governments;

Increased emphasis on program performance measures;

Restrictions on income support and work experience earnings for trainees;
Prohibition on subsidized public service employment; and

Job training as a primary emphasis.

In my view, there are two other areas of difference that helped .0 shape the JTPA
system as it has now become:

New iocal alliances 1esulting from the restructured geography of service de-
livery areas; and

Policy development process that is more complex and interactive than that of
any other nrogram administered by states.

The “partnership” referred to in the title of the Act is a local phenomenon—a
novel entity (or working arrangement) at the local level between the private-sector-
dominated Private Industry Council, on the one hand, and one or more usually loca:
elected officials.

In the early days of JTPA implementation, # major question was, “Which local
elected officials?”’ For most areas of the country, geographic restructuring of the
CETA prime sponsor areas was .aecessitated by 'A provisions increasing the min-
imum population to 200,000 and emphasizing coherence of customary labor markets.
Many of the local officials, who were called on tuv organize a service delivery area
and the public half of the partnership, had little experience with p design
and administration This was particularly true for those whose jurisdictions had
been served by multicounty, state-operated ‘balance-of-state” programs under
CETA Many others with direct authority for a local CETA program no longer could
qualify because of the higher population threshold.

/ In all of these situat.ons, there had to be literally hundreds of consortium aﬁee-
ments smong local elected officials. They were necessary prerequisites for reaching
understandings about the geography of the service deli area, the place of a vari-
ety of governmental subdivisions in the public side of the “partnership,” and the
authorit‘y; to appoint members of the Private Industry Councils. What is remarkable

s is that these complex adjustments, and the extensive interaction that were required
to make them, were made in a few months or, in many cases, weeks.

At the state level, the act env:sions a policy developmen: process and administra-
tive structure that is also complex and interactive and very different from any other
federal program administered by the states

THE FEDERAL ROLE

How did federal officials, particularly in the Department of Labor, visualize their
comparatively restricted role in the new system? More restrictively than most ob-
servers hed imagined they wonld.
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The De, artment iesued surprisingly concise federal regulations that, in many re-
spects, either parroted, or referred readers to, the language of the Act itself.

Grant administration and policy interpretation, which had been decentralized to
10 regional offices under CETA, was recentralized in the national office.

An early investment of federal dollars in technical assistance produced a host of
useful ideas for state and local officials.

The Department’s Ins; r General surveyed state agencies to determine their
readiness to implement A subgrant and financial control systems.

Preliminary performance standards, based on evaluation measures developed
under CETA, were refined and issued.

Federal reportiag requirements were prescribed under a doctrine of minimal data
collect.on, and to assure availability of broader data for tracking participant impact,
arrangements were made with the U.S. Census Burzau to collect information for a
Job Training Longitudinal Survey (JTLS).

Federal responsibilities were identified in the Act, and “compliance review
guides” were 1ssued in 1984 to I, regional staff for their use in reviewing state
adraimstration in these areas of explicit federal responsibility.

But there also was a host of questions from state and local s iff accustomned to
more explicit guidanoe trom federal authorities and concerned not only about
“doing it right” but also about the possible finzncial consequences of mistakes
Where the answers were fairly obvious and applicable to the instant case, they were
often provided in direct, discrete communications. But where the question was of
some moment and recurred from many quarters, the Department was cautious
about saying anything to the system as a whole. The governing principle, as ex-
presse. JOL official on several occasions, was as follows:

“In any decision to issue something, a proposal always is measured against poten-
tial erosion of our principles that guide us:

“Training as a primary emphasis,
“Performance of the program,
“Private sector involvement, and
“Role of the states.”

In the early days o7 JTPA implementation, the Departmert’s restraint was con-
sidered frustrating, out as tie systems have matured over the two years that JTPA
programs have been uperating, the frustration has fiven way to some intre&i ‘rrcb-
lem-sclving. Coustantly reminec by the Department of their flexibility— the
law: ask the Governor—state and local oriicials have teken the bit azd made many
decigions without explicit clearance from federal officials. The residual concern,
however, is that any new policy guidance that may emerge from the Department
will repatiate the course they choee 1n an environment of flexibility ard lead to
audit exceptions after the fact.

Under the circumstances, it appears evident that the JTPA system would be more
comfortable—ard better servec—if the Department essentialiy maintained its pos-
ture of restraint in issuing regulations or guidance which have the strength of fed-
eral rules. Where flexibility Las been confurred—and auvertised—in the past, it
shouid be preserved unless there is significant evidence of illegality or perversion of
the goals of the Act.

That js not to say that th. Department should remain as reserved as in the past,
but as its more active role emerges, it should take two parallel dimensions:

Direct teck.nical assistance to states having specific problems, and
’1“iechmcal assistance and training in broad program. ureas where trouble is
evident.

Mr. Chairman, the President’s selection of William Brock as his new Secretary of
Labor was well received throughcut the employment and training community. In
his initial appearances, he communicated a sense of understanding and concern for
t.e importance of job tra ning to under-privileged youth and adults and the victims
of economic dislocation. He also fueled expectations that the Department would be
more forthcoming and helpful in support of the JTPA and its goals.

fter many weeks of waiting for clearance processes to be completed, the core of
the Secretary’s team has taken shape with the nom..'ation of Roger Semerad as As-
sistant Secretary for Employment and Training and Mr. Semerad’s public exE;es-
sion of support for retaining Roberts T. Jones as Deputy Assistant Secretary. Each
of these developments has further encouraged the view that the Department is
equipping itself for a new era of constructive leadership in employment and train-

ini‘pulicles and programs.

r. Chairman, the National Commission for Employment Policy has observed
that all major studies of JTPA implementation conclude that the d-livery system
has been remarkably responsive to priorities set at the top. Administration empha-
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sis on cost and placement results, training, and private sector participation were
transmitted as much- ~ .ot more—by rhetoric as by law and regulations. Thus, it
15 reasonable to expect that, where change is needed in program directions, clear
statements from Secretary Brock, Secretary-designate Semerad, and Mr. Jones will
play an important part in shifting the attention of local decision makers to improve-
ments in program design and results. Their lzadership in this vein should be en-
courased and given time to take hold.

They have solicited advice on areas for attention and will be listening with special
care for your input and that of the Subcommittee. With that in mind, permit me to
suggest some areas of concern for your consideration.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

The time has arrived for JTPA performance standards to evolve into measures of
longer termn benefits to participants. Essentially, this means gearing the program
away from the current primary emphasis on placements at the lowest reasonable
cost upon completion of participation and toward a focus on more enduring benefits
of holding a job and increasing earnings as a result of JTPA services.

This shift would bring the program into conformity with the Congressional intent,
as expressed Section 106 of the Act—

“The basic measure of performance for adult training programs under Title II is
the incre se in employment and earnings and the reductions in welfare dependency
resulting trom participation in the program.”

The current national standards do 2ot include such imeasures.

The Department has moved forward to develop the so-called “post-program per-
formance” measures called for in the Act. It organized a Performance ".andards
Advisory Committee of officials and professionals throughout the system. The com-
mittee made its recommendation in June.

Following that report, the National Job Trairing Partnership held Forums in 5
cities to promote wider understanding of “g‘ost-program” measures and to advance
the state-local dialogue about them. At the Forums, we learned several things about
the views of state and local program people or. the longer term measures:

The cost of designing and conductin%participant follow-up surveys will be a prob-
lem, particularly in small states und SDAs.

The cost of new program designs aimed at job retention and increased earnings
could be substantial, resulting in larger investments per participant and some re-
duction in enrollments.

Seventy percent of those completing a questionnaire believed that ‘‘post-program”
measures would enhance the credibility of JTPA programs, but only forty percent
thought they would affect program quality.

State and local interests alike were concerned about how new measures would
affect incentive award and sanction systems and how the measures could be adjust-
ed locally to take account of commurty conditions.

Department staff attended the Forvms in all 5 cities to gauge the concerns related
to the new measures.

To be both effective and fair, the movement to “post program” performance
standards must occur in steps. The advisory committee recommends establishing no
more than performance measures and related data collection mechanisms for the
biennium beginning next July 1. These and other data collected in program years
1986 and 1987 then would be used to construct and test a steistical model that
would permit adjustments to state ard local conditions before im lementing numer-
|fcald:dtandatds upon which incentive awards and sanctions coula) be based and de-
en

Clearly, such an approach would require reliance on the current performance
standards for at least two more years. This, in turn, calls for iminediate attention to
improve the current system.

Foremost among its weaknesses is that the data are 1.0t comparable from state to
state, or even from SDA to SDA within the same state. There i8 no uniform national
definition of “participant,”’ ‘termination,” or “entered employment.”

System performance outside the realm of performance standards. which seek to
mear 1re vutcomes, alsc attract attention and evaluation. Among them are the “pro-
gram inputs”’—the number and characteristics of participants enrolled and the serv-
1ces provided for them. A great deal of information on these inputs is collected by
the Job Training Longitudinal Survey. It tends to show that the JPTA p&rtic}pants
are not much different from CETA participants, but for a larger proportion of high
school graduates suggesting a higher degree of job readiness. 1t also shows that on-
the-job training and classroom training are the preferred program services.

Q
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FUNDING ALLOCATIONS

Mr Chairman, you are famihar with the concerns that have arisen from the
JTPA allocation formulas, particularly the Title II formula used to make allocations
for the basic Part A program for youth and adults and ior the Part B program of
suinmer jobs for youth I would be remiss, however, 1f I did not briefly review these
and severa' _tner concerns

Title 11-A

Som_ 300 SDAs experienced reductions from the previous year in the amount of
funds they were allncated for the current program year. Over 80 percent of the 300
lost less than 20 percent, but half of the remainder lost 20-30 percent and the other
half lost between 30 per._..i and 72 percent. In many cases, the losses forced dis-
mantling of administrative and service delivery structures although large numbers
of eligible p- rsons remain available to be enrolled.

fitle II-B

In each of the last two summers, the Congress has appropriated $100 million of
supplemental funds for the Summer Youth Employment and Training Program and
directed that they be allocated to SDAs so that the summer program is funded as
nearly as possible to the level of the previous year. Similar provisions for next
summer have been adopted by the House in its Labor-HHS—EXucation appropria-
tions hiil. The Senate Appropriations Committee's version of the bill does not in-
clude $100 millivn of supplemental funds, but it dues include provisions for offset-
ting SDA funding losses caused by the regular T'tie II formula. All of these adjust-
ments were occasioned, in the main, by the switch from the CETA allocation formu-
la, based heavily on youth unemloyment and pove-ty, to the JTPA formual which
heavily emphasized total unemployment, over half of which is an adult condition

Tetie 11

The Reagan Administration, the House of Representatives, and the Senate Appro-
priations Committee all agree that new funds for the Program year 1986 Disloce ted-
Worker Program should be reduced to $100 million .v~ prior levels of $122.5 mil-
hon. The Congress is concerned about data from the ‘.s.al year that ended over a
i;ear ago showing large amounts of unexpended Title III funds at that time States

ave three countervailing concerns about the impending cuts:

The data showing purported underspending tailed to adequately distinguish be-
tween obligations for service contracts and rxpenditures for services provided.

The funding cuts would not be apportion d to take account of where the under-
spending 1s occurring, thus pei.elizing those states that have fully committed and
utilized their allotted Title III Funds.

The decision to bring all of the “excess” ou. »f the system thwarts the ability of
the states to reserve some amount .{ the funds for use in connection with impend-
ing plant or production line closings.

Meaning of “underspending”

The concerns of the Adminiscration and Congress about underspending are under-
standable and, of course, legitimate to the extert that unused funds are not support.
ing vital services of high national priority to those at a disa vantage within society.
There may be problems of perception in connection with “underspending,” however.
The JTPA program 1s new enough that budget analysts have not been able to devel-
op a reliable “spend-out rate” for JTPA programs. Lacking that, the analysts
appear to be relying on their CETA experience, and therein lies a problem. h
flow under CETA was dominated by weekly pay checks—for PSE and work experi-
ence wages and allowances for classroom trainin rticipants. Under JTPA, these
expenditures are prohibited or severely restricted. Moreover, the quantum increase
in the use of performance-based contracts under JTPA slows the cash flow further
as funds are reserved for final payments to be made after the contract elapses »nd
the contractors performai.ce is verified.

Adrmunistrative responses.

Legislatxve resgonses may be required to resolve these funding allocation concerns
rehably and to the relative satisfaction of federal, state, and local interests. But ad-
minilstratxve steps could ameliorate the effects of current provisions of law. For ex-
ample:

e Department of Labor could provide expert technical assistance in the formu.
lation of “areas ¢f substantial unemployment” (AS’Js) which may be the crux of the
problem with funding shifts in Title 11-A. 'The D~partment has required State Em-
ployment Security Agencies wo formulate ASUs at the state level for the Depart-
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ment’s use 1n making the JTPA allotments to the states. Recognizing that a differ-
ent and more discrete sct of ASUs could be used for state allocations to SDAs, the
Department has alerted the SESAs to the possibility that the Governors may re-
quest them. The Department could actively nromote joint work groups in each state
that would bring together key staff of JTPA agencies responsible for the allocations
and key statisticians from the SESAs who provide the data at the local level for
formulation of ASUs and for JTPA allocations.

A number of states, searching for ways to ameliorate volatile shifts in Title II-A
funding, concluded that using two years cf “most recent” unemployment data would
be helpful. So far as I know, however, only California and Virginia recieved Depart-
ment acquiescence on this approach in time to use it for the current year’s within-
state allocations. All states would apgmciate knowing that this option is available.

The Department could advance understanding of “‘underspending” in JTPA with
a devoted effort, and associated technical assistance, to establish a base-line “spend-
out-rate” for JTPA programs that would more adequately reflect national cash
flows associated with the new service delivery mechanisms utilized in the program.

Perhaps most important, far more timelﬂ financial reports are requiredr?fngon-
gre.s i8 to act on resource allocations with precision and confidence. At present,
states submit an annual report after the ciose of the program year. Generally, the
report is due in mid-August, long after final decisions on the federal budget have
been formulated end preliminary but enduring perspectives are adopted in the ap-
propniation process.

YOUTH SERVICES

It 18 well established thai JTPA program administrators have experienced gr .ot
difficulties in meeting ihe requirement that 40 percent of Title II-A expenditures he
for services to youth. Generally, there are two dimensions to the prob'em:

The difficulty in recruiting youth in large numbers to enroll in a program whose
legal and adiainistrativ. resirictions on wages, stipends, and support payment- pe-
clude progiam designs that offer .hem something immediate, tangible. and of «slue
as encouragement.

The adminstrative difficulty of tracking each individual cost associated with each
individual participant —a task that is currently essential if the full youth invest-
ment is to be recorded by an SDA program.

Admunistrative responses

While it may be too much to expect that administrative steps can resclve prob-
lems so widespread and difficuli, there are several that should be considered and
tried, if only to hone the potential legislative responses that are being suggested.

The Act effectively prohibits training stipends, but seems to permit such devices
as “earned mcentive payments” where a participant can earn an amount for achiev-
ing specific training objectives. Since the paymerts would be an integral part of a
motivational strategy and associated with specific tirining competencies, they could
pe regarded as chargeable to the training ccst cutegory. Ezulicit nuihorization of
this approach is necessary if state and local prc ;rams are *o con.iortably add this
option to their list of program designs.

Local program operators also need considerably more er.covragement before they
will utilize the authority granted by Congress for procuring youth services under
fixed-unit price contracts that allow payments to contractors for outcomes other
than placement in ursu'=idiz>d employment. This authority was enacted as a spe-
cial provision in the Carl O. Purkins Vocational Education Act of 1984, prompting a
number of states to adopt an expensive interpretation that, at least indirectly, en-
courages the use of this device in procuring youth services. But many states feel a
need for more explicit encouragement from the Department before revising state
policy in this regard

Many SDAs are develoﬁing cr implemeuting rew program designs combining
basic sf(ills instruction with workplace training, some with 1nnovative arrangements
1n connection with the summer jobr program. In addition more SDAs are turning to
the exemplary youth programs in the Act, but not yet on the scale you might have
hoped. 'I'Eese efforts are ripe for a liberai appiication of federal encouragement,
technical assistance, and for that ma.ter, marketing to nrogram designers and PICs
throughout the country

Finally, the inordinately difficult and costly task of tracking youth expenditures
could be simplified by a system that allows some forra cf pro-rating project costs
proportionately to persons age 21 and under A change in the Department’s current
position is needed to correct this drain on scarce administrative resources and pre-
clude questioned costs in audits
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TARGETING SERVICE GROUPS

Mr. Chairmar, 1 wi<h to respond to your request for comment on targeting service
groups for spe-.ial attention and assistance in developing their employability. As a
preface I gshou.d say that I have nothing substantial to add to the current gody of
knowledge on how target groups are faring in enrolling in the programs and transi-
tioning to the workplace. Therefore, what I can offer is in the nature of observations
on what the studies have shown, along with some anecdotal information on direc.
tions occurring in the system.

Generally, the studies show that the characteristics of JTPA participants are re-
markably similar to those who were served under CETA. However, there are several
points of trouble indicated by the data.

One is the poor early showing of JTPA in serving school dropouts. To a consider-
able extent, this can be attributed to the overall problem of enticing youth into a
program that promises only the deferred rewards of a good job and good pay some
day if you'll eat your peas and learn to read and come to training every day.

e number of high school graduates among enrollees and placements started un-
usually high—nearly 65 percent—and has retreated grudgingly. This originally was
attributed in large measure to the number of eligible persons with high school diplo-
mas who were out of work during the latter stages of recovery from the recession.
But the continued high proportion of high school graduates points increasingly to
the conclusion that service delivery agencies and employers prefer dealing with cli-
ents who are more nearly job-ree ly. .

The Westat, Inc., study released early this year was hailed as evidence that JTPA
was doing a better job than CETA in serving the long-term unemployed. But the
study also reported that “The proportion with no unemployment (not in the Labor
Force) prior to program entry was substantially higher under CETA.” The support-
ing table of data for this observation shows that 5.1 gercent of JTPA participants
had been out of the labor force prior to enrollment, while 6 times that proportion—
306 lpercent—were among participants in CETA in one of its final years. It seems
highly unlikely that this difference can be explained by “secondary wage earners’
entering the labor force in larger numbers under CETA than under JTPA. Addition-
al data and analysis are needed to determine whether the large difference is attrib-
utable to first entrants or re-entrants to the labor market and, if 80, why their par-
ticipation in JTPA programs is dramatically lower.

e system endures criticism for the level of service to the handicapped, older
workers, high school dropouts, and cther target groups. Westat observed that “virtu-
ally «ll jurisdictions have to some degree emphasized significant segments and
target groups,” albeit with varying success, and local programs are identifying
target groups even where states are not requiring it. The scope of the problem
may be elusive for want of na* onal data. State officials say that they report admin-
istrative information on especially targeted projects conducted with state set-aside
funds, but the reports are necessarily informal, since the regular Federal Reporting
system has no place for this information. Without a national “Bucket” to catch the
data, further disciplined investigation is indicated here as well.

POLICY GUIDANCE AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

It is generally conceded that the level of national funding for Title II-A and Title
] programs administered by the states—funding that has held steady at $2.1 bil-
lion annually since J1PA’s inception—is enough to serve not more than 5 percent of
the eligible population per year. Wesiat concluded that it was less than 2 percent in
JTPA’s first year

With so few resources compared with the scope of program goals, the most must
be made of every available dollar. Tha?, in turn in these austere times, depends on
four principles: innovation, coordination, clarity of goals, and enhanced capacity to
design and adrainister programs.

Both innovition and coordination have advanced significantly at state and local
levels, but oftex at considerable risk in an environment of pervasive uncertaint
about how Federal ruditors will treat novel approaches and resonirce trade-off provi-
sions of coordination ments. The inr~vators and coordinators would feel more
confident if they se! that firm understandings—perhaps in the form of ¢ nation-
al audit guide—had been reached between the policy experts in the Emp.cyment
ard Training Administration and the auditors in the Office of the Inspector Gener-
al.

As others have observed, the system has responded in its early months to what
were perceived to be clear goals of high placement rates at low cosis. But reportc
prograin shortcomings—servicer to youth and a preference for the job-ready, for ex-
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ample—have complicated and, to some extent, confused the goals picture. My own
view 1s that national Jeaders oversimplified their expectations at the outset, and the
challenge now 1s to adjust perceptions in the system to the more complex goals that
are both explicit and implicit in the Act. One element of this adjustment, of course,
is a set of performance nieasures and standards that are consistent with these more
complex goals Another is more oper extensive, and consistent policy guidance from
the national level.

In all of these and other areas of program derelopment, special ~dditional efforts
ere needed to help translate policy into braccical apblication ai state and local
levels through expanded technical assistance and training In a system that pre-
scribes performance standards at the natisnal level, there should be no question
th:} capacity developmenc for meeting those standards 1s a federal role and respon-
sibility.

Technical expertise is available, bt 1t 1s dispensed across the nation in state and
local agencies, as well as private organizations A dedicated effort to identify and
catalogue this ey pertise would be a major ¢>ntribution.

Perhaps it is time for the Employment and Training Administration to revive an
Office of Manageme t Assistance akin to that which emerged in 1979 pursuant to
provisions of the iy, CETA amendments. Such an office could develop a sond na-
tional technical assistance plan, identify technical resources, and channel financial
resources 1nto avenues of highest priroity in light of program goals and perform-
ance.

Mr. Chairman, I noted earlier that the JTPA system has been encouraged by the
prospect of additional attention and credible leadership from Secretary Brock and
his new team. There is emerging confidence that, as their efforts unfold over the
weeks and months ahead, the system will gain confidence and mature further in
directions that you and the Congress intended

Mr. Hayes. Mr. Slobig.

STATEMENT OF FRANK J. SLOBIG, PROJECT DIRECTOR, THE
ROOSEVELT CENTENNIAL YOUTH PROJECT

Mr. Srosic. Mr. Chairman, my name is Frank Slobig, and I'm
the director of the Roosevelt Centennial Youth T:~ject, a national
youth employment advocacy project focused exclusively on disad-
vantaged young people and educationally at risk young people.

I also serve a3 the chairman of the public informatior task force
of the National Youth Employment Coalition, 1 of the 10 organiza-
tions that Mr. Kolberg mentioned earlier that have been working
very closely together in focusing on the whole question of youth
service and JTPA.

Another experience that colors my remarks today is having been
an employee of the Employment and Training Administration for
10 years, from 1971 to 1931, and I would like to focus my remarks
briefly on three themes that I think have been in one way or an-
other touched upon by almost everybody who has appearea here
this morning. Leadersgip, the need for a more coordinated h1 -1an
resource development system, and finally equity in the system.

I subscribe to most of the recornmendations and technical points
that have already been made by those who have appeared here
before us this morning, and I perceive that there is no questior
right now that the opportunity exists in the system, and, in fact,
the hunger exists out there for the return to a more balanced,
more substantive and proactive role on the part of the Nepartment
of Labor.

I think we are all encouraged by what we hear from Secretary
Brock, the tone that has been set by him since he has coine, and
the appointments that are being made as reflection of perhaps a
return to what many of us see as a far more reasonable and responsi-
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ble and substantive role after a far too long period of what some of
us have characterized as a virtual abdication of leadership.

One segment of that system, however, that deserves particular
attention, it seems to me, and one that has been increasingly at
least up to the present time ignored and even mistreated in recent
years, despite the fact that it plays a critical role in the mission of
the lEmployment and Training Administration, is the staff of ETA
itself

I was delighted this morning to see accompanying the Secretary
many creative, intelligent, vibrant former coworkers that I have
not seen in this setting in many years, and that in itself seems to
me reflects an inclusive kind of mentality that I hope becomes
much, much more widely implemented within ETA itself.

Those individuals and the others like them have spent the best
years of their working lives striving to make a valuable contribu-
tion to that organization. They are professional public servants ca-
pable of working effectively and have proven it under both Demo-
crats and Republicans.

They have survived the swinging pendulum of changing public
policy emphases, but rarely until recent years did they doubt thet
their insights and skills were needed and wanted. They have
watched in recent years the almost systematic dismantling of an
organization that they've spent a career building. They have sur-
vived at least three major reorganizations and reductions in force
and a series of other official or unofficial minireorganizations.
Practically every one of them has been subjected to two or three
random reassignments, and many of them have been in five differ-
ent joos in the last 4 years, often in ones where they had no previ-
ous experience.

Unfortunately cynicism and low morale became pervasive in tke
Patrick Henry Building. Fortunately, the pall seems to have been
lifted, and for that, we are all grateful. The Secretary and his new
Assistant Secretary must continue to make persistent efforts to re-
assure the remnant within the Patrick Henry Building and the
principal actors in the system that they are, in fact, continually
committed to the mandate and mission of the Employment and
Training Administration. In doing so, they must go beyond the ex-
ecutive staff of ETA itself and demonstrate an openners and recep-
tivity to the good ideas and the considerable energy that exists
belov’ the top level. The leadership that the system seeks needs to
become evident in policy clarification, in a needs assessment of
what the States and service delivery areas say is wanting, and in a
well-designed technical assistance and training strategy to address
those needs. All of these activities to the maximum extent ought to
include the substantive involvement and redirection, as necessary,
as Martin suggested, of ETA staff resources at the national and re-
gional levels, working with the public interest groups and other ap-
propriate outside agents.

The second area that I would like to dwell on momentarily is
that of a more coordinated human resource development policy. I
think those of us who have testified today have argued and will
probably continue to disagree to some extent on the appropriate
targeting of limited public resources. Regardless of our biases, how-
ever, we all can agree that there is, for example, little or no evi-
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dence of a rational nationally coordinated strategy in serving
young people, or little evidence at least at the State or local level
that that exists as well.

We have all had the experience of convening meetings at which
people from the same locale, deeply interested in a particular topic
or area of social concern and perhaps working for years in address-
ing those problems, found that they met one another for the first
time at that meeting.

Since JTPA'’s passage, we have heard a great deal about public/
private partnerships, and clearly the employment training system
has riade notable progress in involving a segment of the private
sectcr. The systern has wremium on moving people quickly
and 11aybe too inexpensiv o the private sector toward a great-
er degree presumably of inc  _adence and self-sufficiency.

But, self-sufficiency and t.te barriers to it, to achieving it—in our
society, however, most of the barriers to achieving that self-suffi-
ciency are interrelated and attacking one successfully will only
partially alleviate others.

So one corollary of that conclusion, it seems to me, is that we
need far more emphasis on public/public partnerships. We have
heard a lot about public/private partnerships, and I think we need
to hear much more about public/public partnerships, and this is
clearly an area where committed, visible and sustained leadership
at the Federal level, along with the encouragement of and support
of State ard local counterparts can enhance the human resource
development capability. Interagency coordination is not easy. All of
us who have worked trying to achieve it have been frustrated to
tears at times, but it is a critical, critical variable. It can take a
long time to develop, but in an era where budget drives policy and
deficits constrain our ability to serve larger numbers, every avenue
of public coordination should be explored.

There are examples at the State and local levels, and those
should be given national visibility, pushed and endossed by policy-
makers and held up as replicable to others.

Finally, 1 would like to share a few thoughts about equity of
service. The strong orientation toward meeting the need of the pri-
vate sector driven by the placement standards has for some of us
resulted in a disturbing tilting of the system away from meeting
the human resource needs of many who could benefit ﬁreatly from
the service, but who simply aren’t capable of meeting the relatively
high screening standards used to determine who is or who isn’t an
appropriate candidate for training.

We've all heard the arguments about limited resources, legal
constraints, performance standards and employer requirements.
What we hear less about unfortunately is the externt of the need,
the profound work and education deficits that continue to exist,
what the Labor Department’s own research tells us about the most
effective use of public dollars, and whether there is any concern at
all that our investments should be made in others among the 95
percent or more eligible for JTPA services who simply are not re-
ceiving them.

For example, we know that early work experience is an impor-
tant determinant of future employment. Official PLS data tells us
that there is 1,300,000 16- to 24-year-olds officially counted among
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the unemployed who have never had any previous work experi-
ence.

Mr. Haves. Mr. Slobig, if 1 may interrupt, if you could just sum-
marize, we would appreciate it.

Mr. Siosic. I only have a couple of more points to make. Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. HavEes. A vote 1s calling us.

Mr. Sropic. CPS data also tells us that 5 million 16- to 24-year-
olds are out of school and have never received a high school diplo-
ma.

Clearly, the emphasis on basic skills in the system and the need
for remediation for a large seginent of the eligible population of
JTPA a critical areas that need to be emphasized, and we would
urge this committee and that was the one major concensus item
that the 10 organizations that Mr. Kolberg referred to before
agreed upon together.

The fine tuning of the JTPA systen: has been recommended as
important, but a vision, a direction, and a Ic z-term commitment in
addressing the basic skills deficits is also ¢ rically needed.

The absence of such a broad farres ag agenda will surely
result ir continued inequities, further distortions in the opportuni-
ty structure in our society, and deeper divisions between those
served and those left behind. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Hayes. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Frank J. Slobig follows:]

PrePARED STATEMENT OF FRANK J SLoBIG, PROJECT DIRECTOR, THE ROOSEVELT
CENTENNIAL YouTH PROJECT

Mr Chairmar ard members of the Subcommittee, I am delighted tc have the op-
portunity to appear before you this m~rmng to testify about the Department of
Labor's role in implementing and administering the Job Training Partnership Act.
My name is Frank Slobig and I direct a Washington based but nationally focused
public information and policy/advocacy organization called the Roosevelt Centenni-
al Youth Project Our singular emphasis is on issues and programs related to the
employment, traiming and education of young people, particularly those who are
economically disadvantaged and educationally at risk

I also serve as the Chairman of the Public Information Task Force of the National
Youth Employment Coalition. Althcugh the views I express today are my own, they
have clearly been 1nfluenced by close association with more than 30 other agencies
and organizations who share a common concern for equitabie and effective service
to young people Finally, I would like to share with you my insights from yet a third
perspective, namely as one who speit 10 years from 1971-1981 in the Employment
and Training Administration, as a public servant under four different admimstra-
tions, three of thern Republican

I subscribe to most of the points that were m.de by the previous witnesses but
would like to underscore and emphasize a few of them. First, leadership. There is no
question that the opportunity exists now and, in fact, the system is hungry for the
return to a balanced, more substantive, pro-active role for the Department of Labor.
After too long a period of virtual abdication of leadership from the federal level,
Secretary Brock, his Assistant Secretary, and the senior policy staff of the Depart-
ment have begun and must continue to reassure the principal actors in the employ-
ment and training system that they are genuinely interested in the agency and com-
mitted to its legal mandate to serve the Amer.csn worker and those in particular
who continue to be locked out of the economic recovery.

One segment of the American workforce that deserves particular attention, but
has been increasingly 1gnored and even mistreated in recent years, despite the fact
that 1t 1s a segment critical to the mission of the Employment and Training Admin-
1stration, is the staff of ETA itself, niany of whom have spent the best years of their
working lives striving to make a valuable contribution to the organization. Most are
professional public servants capable of working effectively under either a Democrat
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or Republican administration. They have seen political appointees come and go and
the best of them have been fortunate enough to work with appointed administrators
of vision and purpoge who understood that any legacy of lasting value would be left
in the responsible hands of career bureaucrats to continue.

They have survived the swinging pendulum of changing policy emphases. But
rarely until recent years did they doubt that their insights and skills were needed
and wanted. They have watched the systematic dismantling of an organization they
spent a career building. They have survived at least three major reorganizations
and reductions-in-force and a series of other official and unofficial mini-reorganiza-
tions Practically everyone has been subjected to two or three random reassign-
ments and may have been in five different jobs in the last four years, often in one
where they had no previous experience. Cynicism and low morale became almost all
pervasive in the Patrick Henry Building. The pall seems to have lifted somewhat
since the arrival of Secretary Brock. But once confirmed, Assistant Secretary Se-
merad should make a consiitent and persistent effort to reassure the remnant that
their insights and skills are needed and wanted. If ETA as an organization is to be
revived, the Department’s leaders must take time to reach out beyond the executive
staff and demonstrate an openness and receptivity to the good ideas and consider-
able energy that exist below the top level.

The leadership that the Sﬁbem seeks needs to become evident jn poliry clarifica-
tion, needs assessment of what the States and Service Delivery Areas say is want-
ing, and a we’l designed technical assistance and training strategy to address those
needs. All of these activities to the maximum extent feasible ought to include the
substantive involvement, and redirection as necessary, of ETA staff resources at the
national and regional levels, working with the public interest groupe and other ap-
propriate outside agents

The second major area I would like to dwell on is the need for a more coordinated
human resource development policy. Those of us who have testified today have
argued and probably will continue to disagree to some extent on the apprepriate
tax;iget of limitea public resnarces. How well targeted our programs are or should be,
and whose needs are paramount for which systems are questions that can generate
seemingly endless discussion. Regardless of our biases, we all -an agree that there
is, for example, no national youth policy, or scant evidence of any state or local
youth policies. All of us have had the experience of convening a meeting at which
people from the same locale deeply interested in a particular topic or area of social
concer 1 and perhaps working for years in acdressing such problems have met one
another for the first time.

Since JTPA’s passage we have heard a great deal about public/private partner-
ships. The employment and training system has made notable progress in involving
a segment of the private sector. The system has put a premium on moving people as
quickly and inexpensively as possible into private sector employment and teward a
greater degree of independence. In short, the objective has been self sufficizcacy. In
our society, however, mcat of the barriers to achieving that self suffic. >ncy are inter-
related, and attacking one successfully will only partially alleviate others. One cor-
ollary of that conclusion is that we need to emphasize far more than we have

ublic/ public partnershipe. This is an area where committed, visible, and sustained
eadersgip at the federal level along w.th the encouragement of and support to state
and local counterparts can enhance the human resource development system. Inter-
agency coordination is not easy and effective agreements can take time to develop.
But in aa era when budgets drive policy and deficits constrain our ability to serve
large numbers, every avenue of public coordination should be explored. Examples do
exist at the state and local lcvels and those should be given national visibility, en-
dorsed by policy makers, and held up as replicable by others.

Finclly, I would like to share a few thoughts about equity of service. The strong
orientation toward the private sector driven by the placement standard has for
some of us resulted in a disturbing tilting of the system away from meeting the
human resource needs of many who could benefit greatly from its services but who
aren’t capable of meeting the relatively high screening standards used to determine
who is or isn’t an afpropriabe candidate for training. We have all heard the argu-
ments about limit-{ resources, legal constraints, performance standards and em-
ployer requirements. What we hear legs about is the extent of need, the profound
work and education deficits, what the Department of Labor’s own research tells us
about the most effective use of public dollars and whether there is any concern at
all that our investment should be made in others among the 95% or more eligible
for JTPA services who aren’t receiving them. For example, we know that early
work experience is an important determinant of future employment. Official Bureau
of Labor Statistics data tell us that there are presently more than 1.3 million 16-24
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year olds, counted as officially unemployed, who have never had any previous work
experience We also know that having a high school diploma is increasingly more
important 1n our credential conscious society. Yet the Current Population Survey
tells us that nearly 5 million 16-24 year olds are out of school and have not yet
received a high school diploma.

Ten organizations, seven of whom have been represented by witnesses here today,
concluded last Spring that lack of basic skills and lack of jobs were the two most
significant problems that affect young people’s employability. They recommended
accordingly that basic skills remediation should be a fundamental component of any
employability development activity, including the Summer Youth Employment Pro-
gram. Such a recommendation has obvious implications regarding leadership, guid-
ance, resource allocation, interagency coordination, model development, sequencing
of services and year round programming. It is on issues such as this that we urge
this Subcommittee to hold the Department of Labor accountable. A major commit-
ment by the Labor Department now to begin to change the nature of the summer
program and to link it in a more integrated fashion with year round basic educa-
tional services, both within and outside the school system would be a clear sign that
a new day may, in fact, be dawning in the Frances Perkins Building.

The Secretary of Labor should publicly and emphatically acknowledge that the
attainment of basic educational competencies is a sine qua non in our society and a
legitimate, critically necessary and rewardable accomplishment that the employ-
ment and training system should be striving to achieve. The Secretary should be
encouraged to link up with his cabinet level counterparts and the private sector to
harness the resources to attack this basic problem. The goal would be to put in
place community learning centers all across the country in existing job training cen-
ters, in schools, in public housing projects in social service agencies, in churches, in
Boys and Girls Clubs, in Y’s, in neighborhood organizations, in juvenile facilities, in
shopping centers, in military installations, in industries and businesses—anywhere
people congregate who could benefit from basic remediation. Some of this already
exists but not in the coordinated or comprehensive fashion needed to seriously ad-
dress the pro»lem.

The fine tuning of the JTPA that has been recommended is important. But a
vision, direction, and pragmatic long term: commitment {0 addressing the basic skills
defiait is critically needed. The absence of such a broad, far reaching agenda will
surely result in continued inequities, further distortions in the opportunity struc-
ture ir: our society, and deeper divisions between those served and those left behind.

Mr. HAves. As you heard the bells, we do have to go, and take
care oi the little matter of a vote. We have benefited by your testi-
mony, and undoubtedly we will want to have some questions an-
swered by you in writing which will be submitted to you, and we
hope you will responc.

I just wanted, Mr. Kolberg, to make one statement in comrmaent
and reference to your testimony. You mentioned the 68 percent re-
placement rates in title II-A participants and the prosnect of doing
even better.

This is an area of deep concern to this committee. While we rec-
ognize that the system is performance driven, we are concerned
that local elected officials and PIC members not lose sight on the
goals of JTPA, which is to provide employment and training serv-
ices for the disadvantaged and become concerned only with achiev-
ing the higher placement rates. I just want to make that comment
so you can keep that in mind. This is one of the objectives of this
committee. I want to thank each of you for having been before us,
and you may rest assured that your testimony will be of value to
this committee.

Thank you very much. This concludes the hearing of the subcom-
mittee,

[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]



THE Navajo NATION,
October 24, 1985
Hon MatTHEw G MARTINEZ,
Chairman, House Commuttee on Education and Labor. Subcommuittee on Ermployme-t
Opportunities, Washington. DC

Attention Genevieve Galbrath

DearR CHAIRMAN MARTINEZ Please find enclosed the original and one copy of the

3 Navajo Tribe’s testimony on Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

We request that this testimony be made part of the record of the October 10, 1985
hearing

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 775-0393 1if there are any questions. Thank
you for your time and assistance

 § Sincerely,
Eric D EBERHARD,
i Deputy Director,
MNavajo Nation Washington Office
Enclosures

TESTIMONY OF THE NAVAJO NATION

Mr Chairman, the Navajo Nation 1s pleased to have the opportunity to provide
comment on the implementation of Job Traimng Partnersﬁlp Act (JTPA) The
Navajo Division of Lab ‘r admumsters JTPA programs and provides services to Nav-
ajos residing 1n the States of Arizona and New Mexicc The Navajo Nation receives
these JTPA funds Title IV, Title II-B, and Title II-A (refer tc attachment)
Since 1983, the Navajo Tribe has worked with both the federal and state govern-
ments to effectively implement JPTA to address the severe employment and job
training needs of its people This mission hzs been most difficult given the lack of
an established private sector base on Indian Reservations Most notably, the JTPA
performance requirement on chent placement into unsulsidized jobs poses a major
problem 11 the implementation of JTPA on the Navajo Reservation where there 1s
36% unemployment. Qur experience re-states the necessity of the recogntion of the
following factors which complicate the implementation of JTPA
Lack of private sector base, government employs 72% of those working;
High percentage of youth (50% of population 1s under age 18);
Severely depressed economy with 36% unemployment,
Low per capita income (2,414) inclusive of welfare and wage work (1980
census)
The Navajo unemployment (36%) problem is largely unaddressed by JTPA due to
its lack of emphasis on the long-term unemployed. These individuals have limited
work experience, are unskilled, and do not readily qualify for assistance under the
JTPA guidelines. The Navajo Division of Labor expresses these additional concerns
related to implementation:
(1) State Title IT A g. \nt awards are usually delayed until 3-4 inonths into the
proysram year. The states’ final appropriations and contracting processes for imple-
mentation do not coincide with congressionally authorized operational dates. This
difference 1n time table binders the timely implementation of state programs. The
States mu: t be required to get resources to Service Delivery Areas and subgrantees
within a given time period.
(2) The Performance Standards under Title IV imposed by the US DOL National
Special Program Office and Statz Service Delivery Areas are inconsistent with Title
I1 State graunts. DOL should use only one system apf)hcable to all Indian Grantees at
¢ both the federal and state levels. DOL mustdpro rly consult with the Indian Grant-

ees on standards adopted. Often these standards are designed so that grantees are
judged on their performance against theirr plans instead of their performance
against 1ssued performance standards Additionally, DOL should be consistent at
both levels with respect to how 1t applies the law. Indian grantees should not be
penalizea for failure to meet their standards without first being rendered technical
assistance for at least one year.

(3) A special set-aside should be provided for technical assistance to Indian grant-
ees at both the federal and state levels This set-aside should include funds that
reward grartees who exceed their standards The Navajo Nation npposes recommen-
dation that proposes Indian carryover money be u or that money be withheld
from Indian grantees' allocations at the federal and state levels for use as a ‘‘reward
pot” for Indian or non-Indian grantees

(4) The JTPA statute requires DOL to consult with Indian tribes and Indian orga-
nizations on a range of policy 1ssues including reguiations and performance stand-
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ards This needs to be put 11to practice more We strongly recomm=nd that DOL
?r:omote an “open process” o” selecting Native American representatives to assure
airness

(5) Title I A administrative costs imitation of 15% is very restrictive, and if pos-
sible should be waived Title .1 A must have greater flexibility, as with Title IV A,
to address conditions under w uch tribally operated programs must do business. Ad-
ditionally, Title I A allocations must be based upon presen. em loyment conditions,
not on dated population count. if the magnitude of the vnemployment problem on
Indian reservations is to be effictively addressed.

(6) Exg:dite desnf'r.atlon of tte Navajo Nation, which lies in a tri-state region, as a
single “Service Delivery Area (SDA).” Tribes with significant land base and popula-
tion should be recognized as a ‘sovereign entity” in order to be eligible for designa-
tion as a separate SDA. Tribes are currently considered as a “commumty-baseﬂr-
ganization” and are included 11 the definition of a “Unit of general local govern.
ment.”

{7) The Navajo Nation must rceive services available under the State JTPA Title
V If not, the Native American frantees must be allocated Title V funds to operate
much needed Job Service progra ns on Indian Reservat.ons

With these possible modificat1ons in JTPA, 1t will become more reasonable to of-
fectively implement this law to : ddress the overwhelming employment needs of the
Navajo People

Mr. Chairman, we thank you agamn for this opportunity to present our views on
the JTPA program

THE NAVAJO NATION, NAVAJO DIVISION OF LABOK, JTPA ALLOCATIONS

T Fiscal year fiscal year

1984 1585 Duraion

National title IV-A $7513498  $7.229094 July 1, 1985 to June 30, 1986

National title 11-B SYETP 2494377 2,494377 October 1, 1984 to September 30, 1985
Anzona ACP 191,848 151,038  January 1, 1985 to June 30, 1986
Anzona title fI-A 1,184,338 863,885 July 1, 1985 to june 30, 1986

Arizona title II-B 410177 429434 January 1, 1965 to December 31, 1985
New Mexico title I1-A 429,254 358,106 July 1, 1985 to June 30, 1986

Total 12,223,432 11,525934

PY-1986 Co: gress still ha. noi released *he appropriations of this date

NaTtioNAL EXPERIENCE-BASED CAREER EDUCATION ASSOCIATION,
Granada Hulls, CA, October 1, 1985.

Hon MatTtHEw MARTINEZ,
Chairman, Subcommuttee on Employment Opportunities, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MaRTINEZ, | am writing this letter in support of the pro
legislation covering a national service program (H.R. 888, H.R. 1326, and S. 53¢). I
believe it 18 most important for our nation to establish a national service so that
young people can contribute to the improvement of their communities.

I bave been involved 1n developing educational programs that use the community
as a classroom for thee last ten (10) years I have also studied many issues related to
experiential learning, school to work transition programs for youth, and even the
prospects for a national service in a local community (I am cuirently enrolled in the
doctoral program in Education and Work at UCLA). My current studies and the
many experiences I've had leads me to believe that we must move to provide young
people with meaningful opportunities to learn about responsibility, the world of
work, and personal commitment to involvement in community improvement. A na-
tional publ‘l)::3 service would serve the needs of all lyl'out.h who desparately want a
charce to prove themselves to the adult world—to show that they are not just part
of the “me” generation.

My reasons for this belief are contained in the enclosed pa; er written for a gradu-
ate course In this paper 1s the description of a survey of students and business
people. The survey revealed that one community was strongly behind the concept of
a voluntary public service program I believe these feelings are shared acruss the
country

Our economy will never be able to absorb the number of young people who want
to learn about the world of work By providing a national service program you will
help many youth to gain experiences they would be unable to have You will be able
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to allow young people to get a “taste” of work before they ever enter the lahor
market. Such experiences are necessary for youth to become productive members of
our workforce.

Good luck on your efforts to explore the concepts and programs of service learn-
ing and national cervice Hopefully you will conclude that it is one of the best ways
to kelp youth to help themselves ang their coramunities.

Sincerely,
ROBERT SHUMER, President.

A Poricy ProrosaL FOR A NaTIONAL PuBLic YOUTH SERVICE

(By Robert Shumer)

“National Service as a concept embraces the belief that an opportunity should be
given every young person to serve his country in a manner consistent with the
needs of the nation—recognizing national defense as the first pricrity—and consist-
ent with the education and interests of those participating, without infringing on
the personal or economic welfare of others but contributing to the liberty and well
being of all.” (Eberly, 1966)

This definition of national service, developed from tne National Service Confer-
ence in May, 1966, offers young people a chance tn both contribute to their country
and also derive educational benefits from their efforts. It offers them a chance to
help improve their world and grow as people—to feel needed by society and to give
for their future. Sucl service provides a viable alternative that contains many ad-
vantages not found singularly in any program operating presently.

Many programs exist to transition youth from school to the workplace, giving
them work experience and providing them with job skills. Most of these programs
offer mundane jobs to youth and expect that they will gain valuable knowledge of
the world of work. School systems collaborate with employers to offer related in-
struction—yet somehow the hard-to-employ remain as such and youth unemploy-
ment remains significantly high. (O'Shea, 1979)

What are the shortcomings of these programs and way can a national youth serv-
ice provide a meaningful alternative to these programs? Such is the focus of this
paper—to recommend a policy of youth rublic service that will del with the defects
of existing programs and provide a model to be tested for potential effectiveness as a
vehicle for transitioning youti: from school to the workplace.

Many programs exist in high schools to deal with the transition problem. The
most popular General, Vocational, and community settings. Credits are issued for
broad areas, titled simply Work Experience, because of the non-specificity of the ac-
tivities completed in tge workp'ace. Students may gain good learning experiences,
others may not—there is no way of knowing the real nLature of the learning that
takes place.

Most of these programs are limited because of their paid requirement component.
Students can’t enter without already having a job. This tends to do two inings: ex-
clude those who are hard to employ (poor, handicapped, disadvantaged) and place
most youth in jobs suited to their station in life——unskilled! Thus most youth are
limited to low level jobs with dead end experiences (Silberman, 1979).

Most youth don’t seem to care too much because they enter the labor market pri-
marily us: of their interest in money, not education. In fact, many youth are
employed, up to 90% have jobs before leaving high school, and of those, the majorit,
do not participate in any educational program like Work Experience (Datta and Rer-
dere, 1979). Thus youth experience their first venture into the workplace while in
high school, and for the most part, it is not a very educational experience.

ause of the exclusion of the hard to em lowgecial 8rograms were initiated to
help them enter the transition process. CETA, PA, Youth Conservation Corpe,
and others all provide poor, handicapped, and disadvantaged with paid work experi-
ence. In most cates the experiences are gained in the public sector (schools, hosﬂ-
tals, and government agencies) and are limited to low level positions like ulerks,
janitors, and gardeners. While well intentioned, many of these pro%'ramn provide
{imited role models for youth since their peers are other hard to employ youth and
their adult models are public employees. Also, the related instruction requirements
of these programs look ﬁ?d on the books, but are seldom effectively implemented
(personal observations). Thus providing pay to poor youth is the overriding concern
of these programs; not educational or personal growth characteristics.

Evaluation of some of these programs indicateq that they dida’t do much to in-
crease self concept or employability skills over their non-deprived peers operating in
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the private sector (Elliott and Knowle, 1979). This might suggest that government
paid jobs in the public sector, with little supervision and little educations! feediack,
don’t have much 1mpact nn the problems of employability and transition to the
workplace for hard to employ youth.

Given these limited successee, exemplary programs have been developed to pro-

* vide more suitable experiences for youth to prepare them for employment and the
iransition process. Experience Based Career Education, Executive Intern Programs,
and the like combine the experiences of CCTA and Work Experience in rather
structured settings, where students, community resources, schools, and parents are
more directly aware of educational goals for the work experiences Emphasis of
these programs is on personal development, career education, and basic akill growth
rather than skill acquistion or job knowledge. Student placement is not limited to
low level job. and the reasons for placement are more directed towards studer*’s
interests and goals, and the involvement more centered on the nature of the experi-
ence rather than pay. In fact, students do not receive pay for their cornmunity expe-
riences.

Even though these programs seem to capture the best elements of career/work
programs, they are noticeably limited in their service to hard to employ youth. The
models have been implemented primarily fc.: average to above average students and
are used sparingly for handicapped, disadvantaged, and poor teenagers. In fact, they
serve a very small portion of youth in the country.

Two reasons seem to account for the slow growth of these model programs—little
substantive research on their effectiveness and their potential competitiveness with
other vocational and career education programs. Both reasons give little hope for
broad expansion in the near future.

While all of the previously describeu programs deal with employment and transi-
tion issues, ncne of them focus on the idealism of young people to contribute to the
betterrant of their world, improving living conditions for those who are in need.
Many young people criticize ostablished practices and goals of adults in improving
tue conditions of life for all Amerians, yet few have avenues through which they
can direct their concern into action. Programs like Red Roes Youth, Girls Scouts,
etc., allow for limited service, but certainly not enough to serve the needs of the
young adults in the U.S.

This discussion suggests that there are several major problems that exist with
current transition to work programs. They are. 1) serve isolated populations, i.e
hard to employ or middle class; none integrated 2) lack of emphasis on personal de-
velopment, 3) general exposure to low level jobs, 4) failure to create jobs, except of
hard to emplov 5) failure to include sufficient private sector placements for low
income participant, and 6) lack of eniphasis on community service for youth.

Frograms exist for nlder youth and aduits that address these issues. The effective-
ness of VISTA and Peace Corns has been dorumented as both service and education-
al programs (Cullinan, 1969). Most VISTA workers found their services more educa-
tional in nature than anything else—and found that subsequent schooling was made
more meaningful because of their volunteer work. Volunteer programs are recom-
mended as programs not to primarily serve the disrdvantaged, but as personal de-
velopment, educational systems (Cullinan, 1969).

Results of a pilot program in public service (Program of Local Service) indicate
that such a program can deal with the transition problems of youth. The Washirz-
ton state program funded from Action in 1973 indicated that nfter a service pro-
gram, older youth (18-25) were able tuv enjoy a reduction in unemployment (70%-
18%), and increased awareness of the necds of the poor. Many of the participants
were the hard to employ, even though the program was not targeted toward any
particular population. Youth came into the program voluntarily and those that did
not do well were counseled. Some youth (12%) and sponsors (1%) were dropped for
not fulfilling their responsibilities.

Placements for youth in the program were split between public and private, not
profit agencies. Such placements fell into varied categories, with 25% in education,
and 10% in each of gealth, crime protection, and recreation services. Thirty five
percent (35%) went to other social services {Eberly, 1979).

Donald Fberly, who hel develop the program, suggests that public service pro-
grams be piloted that modify the PLS exnerience. Specifically, he suggests that pro-
grams be directed toward youth under 18 (since no such programs exist currently)—
a critical period for youth, especially in developing anti-social behavior. Also, such
programs should offer more diverse activities than were available through PLS,
areas like cultural and conservation. Finally, a program that providers holistic per-
spective 15 needed—one that deals with public service, work experience, education,
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and personal development. Such focus would help public service to satisfy most of
its supporters and critics.

upon Eberly’s recommendations and the results of :nterlude experiences of
VISTA participants, a national public service program should be proposed that in-
cludes some very specific requirements. Necessary elements inclucre: 1a single (or
unified) agency to help youth gain meaningful access to the world of work, 2) par-
ticinarts that include all youth, not targeted populations, 3) program activities that
combine knowledge of the workplace with esteem building experiences, 4) placement
» in both the public and private sectars, 5) goals that emphasize personal development
and life skills. Such recommend.-tions can be accomglished through a program that
combines an organizational structure similar to VISTA or PLS with a community
{ based educational program like Experience Based Career Education (Far West
Model). Participants would have ample opportunity for service combined with struc-
tured educational experiences and feedback mechanisms that would assure personal

development and increased life skills.

Would a nublic service program receive approval from youth and adult popula-
tions? A survey conducted in Canyon County, California of high school aged stu-
dents (14-19) and members of the business community showed over 80% supported a
voluntary public service program, beginning at age 16. Most members of the busi-
ness coinmunity supported the idea of placement in the public and private sectors,
agreeing to accept students if such a program were iuitiated. Moet respondants to
the survey also showed their displeasure with a mandatory public service program!

The survey indicated public attitude toward the goals of such a program. Over a
90% of those responding mentioned cureer information, education, and job traini
as the top three purposes for the program. This finding supports the svidence foun
in other service programs--that educational benefits to the icipants outweigh
the service provided to the community. (For a more detailed discussion of the
survey, see Appendix I).

Given the public support and potential goal recommendations, what specific policy
proposals can be made to define the scope and nature of the program? The following
outline will detail the specific components of the proposed national youth service
program, describing the rationale for impo:tant considerutions.

I. PREPLANNING

(A Pilot programs he started in eight citics, two from each geographical region
\North, East, South, West).

(B) Programs would be administered by a single agency, Public Youth Service Ad-
munistration (PYSA), and that agency would be funded from a consolidation of
sources: CETA, State Departments or Education, Department of Labor, State Youth
Authorities, Employment Service, State Work Experience, Feders.! Career and Voca-
tional Education, and private donations from citizens and husinesses in the jocal
cities. A formula would be established for each agency contributing funds based pri-
marily on the percentage of youth ncrmally served by them who would be engaged
in the Public Youth Service Program. As an example, if 100 youth normagg en-
rolled in CETA programs were to enroll in PYS, and CETA spent $4000. CEq‘er
vouth tor their participants, then 99% of those funds normally spent by A
would be transferred to PYS to help support the new participants.

(C) Funding be provided for three (3) years pilot ti)ro'?ram, with total set at $6500

r participant in year one, $7000 in year two, and $7500 in year three. (Costs for

LS would be $6300 per person). With an estimated 10,000 participants per year,
this means a total budget of $210,000,000. While this figure might seem high at first,

( it must be weighed against anticipated benefits—service to the poor, reduced youth
unemployment, reduced welfare costs, and reduced crime prevention costs. Analysis
of the Action Program in Seattly (Eberly, 1979) showed that youth contributed serv-
ices to the commuvnity valued at $7000 while the actual costs were only $4000 (per

) youth). Real costs for youth service programs are almost impossible to calculat::
using conventional accounting frameworka (Benson, 1968). Actual cash costs are ail
that is needed, and that is what is provided!

(D) Preliminary start up times of six months be alloted foi each community to
prepare plans, develop community sponsors, and to coordinate program with exist-
ing cooperative agencies in the community—school districts, local CBO’s, Chambers
of Commerce, etc. Start up goals should include at least 1.5 sponsor sites prr antici-
pated youth participant.

(E) An evuluation design be developed that allowed for measurement of the pro-
gram on four grounds:

(1) As 2 public service program;
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(2) As a work oxperience program;
(3) As an educational program;
(4) As a personal development program.

II. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

(A} All youth, 16-19, would be eligible to participate :n the program for up to one
(1) year.

(B) Public service would count for up to one-half (%) of required national service.
This recommendation is made for political reasons, since much of the objection Lo
national service in the 1960’s was based upon weakening cf the military in time of
need (Bixler, i968). Thus a middle ground of partial credit should be suppurted hy
the broadest base of people and agenci-

(C) Placement would be made in jocal community sites, except for youth 18-19,
who could be placed in outside communities. Those youth would receive $300 travel
expenses if placed outside their home community.

(D) Supervision of the program would be conducted by staff of local secondary
school Adistrict(s), with PYSA providing coordination functions. Youth would be en-
rolled in districts for attendance purposes (unless they had already graduated).

(E) Program format would be similar to Experience Based Career E. _ation (Far
West Model) with projects written to describe t'ie nature of the learning activities in
the community. Learning coordinators (supervisors of students programs) would
assist in writing learning projects. Such ccordinators would be responsible for super-
vising 30 active participants at any one time.

(F) Placement in the community would be with public, private, and private, not-
for-profit businesses. Private firms would qualify for potential placement if the
scope of their work included support of public objectives, i.e. building ; *blic bridges,
servicing public agencies. Placements wou.d be made based upon student intererts,
community needs, and a rh..csophy of not upsetting the competitive labor market
that exists in the private sector This recommendation answers potential concerns
from trade unions who might object to such a program that could potentially
“produ;gga large manpower pool unfairly competing in coinpetitive markets” (Clay-
man, 1968).

(G) Youth would receive a stipend of 60% of the minimum wage effective at the
time of placement, computed on a 35 hour week, 50 week woik year. This would be
approximately 70%_ per week, $300 per month, and $36¢0 per year for 1981-82. The
35 hour week would be divided up into 30 hours of service in the community and a
minimum of 5 hours for feedback, discussion, and related instruction. These activi-
ties could be conducted at u sciiool site or a designated community location.

(H) Youth would be eligible to receive school credit for activities, with sponsoring
school boards setting criteria for credit issuarce. It is recommended that EBCE for-
mats provide a suitabl: model for documentation of student learning in the commu-
nity, and could be adopted by local boards to create an evaluation process to provide
credits for PYS activities.

(D) Youth would normally perform services for elderly, youth, health agencies,
educational institutions, government facilities, private and nrivate, non-profit agen-
cies.

{J) Enroliment in the program would be voluntary on the part of youth, and
would he subject to limitations established by funding constraints. Youth would con-
tract for community activities. Failure to complete activities and meet program re-
ouirements would be possible grounds for removal. Recommendations for remcval
would be made by the supervising learning coordinator. Final removal would be
made by the PYSX staff member in charge of the youth’s program.

(K) The program goals for all youth would include several areas of emphasis: serv-
ice to the community, personal development, work experience, and educatione! de-
velopment. Each youth program would define how the youth would be working
toward these goals. These recommendations are consistent with major studies deal-
ing with the school to work transition issue (Carnegie Commission, 198C, Coleman,
1973, Eberly, 1979).

111. FOLLOW UP

(A) The Fublic Youth Service Administration would be responsible for conducting
a three (3) years follow up study on ‘?articipants to determine employment history,
schooling status, satisfaction with PYS program, incidence of welfare or unem loy-
ment benefits, and other suitable information necessary to evaluate the overaﬁ ef-
fectiveness of the program.
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Thus, the need for a national public youth service program is beyond doubt.
Youth need transition programs that go beyond job skills training—they want pro-
grams that provide opportunity for personal growth, sk:!l, development, and in-
creased self esteem. They should be given the opportunity to contribute to societ
while they are helping Public service seems to be the best mechanism with whicF
to deliver all these components.
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APPENDIX |

A survey to determine atticudes toward a public service program was conducted
in the Newhall-Saugus area near Los Angeles, California. The survey was distribut-
ed to students in English and Work Experience ~lasses in a continuation school and
to students in a comprehensive high school in Social Studies classes. It was also dis-
tributed to 25 lonal business people in the area.

It was felt that the surveys would indicate a moderate interest in 1public service
(mean equal to 2.75) and that business ple would be more strongly in favor. It
was also expected that students and adults would favor such a program for its serv-
ice merits, and op it as a mandatory program.

The results of the survey supported the initial beliefs. 80% of those surveyed fa-
vored a public service program, with an overall mean of ' .16 (S.D. 0.88), indicating
approval 5f the zoncept. There was no difference between the str'dent or adult popu-
lations—approximately 30% in each group favored the Krogram

As far as the goals of the &x_'oiram were concerned, the original Leliefs turned out
to be comy.ietely incorrect. Of the 5 responses possible, service garneced only 2% of
the top two places, while career information, education, and job training gathered
64-65% each. Of the three top goal choices, career information Jucation, and {'ob
training held percentages of 9, 95, and 92 respectively. Clearly .he people samgeed
viewed the purposes of the program as sometiung more than service—it was to
program that offered equal amounts of career information, education growth, and
Jjob training.

These results parallel the findings of Cullinan in his study of attitudes of re-
turned VISTA volunteers. 66% of those interviewed found their “educational dimen-
sion substantially in excess of their service rendcred”’. Thus the educatioral dimen-
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sion of volunteer experiences are considered to be of high importance—more impor-
tant than the actua! service itself.

The results of the Saugus survey on mandatory service supported the belief that
people do not want mandatory programs. A mean of 3.9¢ (SD of 0.91) was recorded,
indicating a definite reaction against such mandatory service. There was no differ-
enc” between youth and adult responses on this issue. Both disapproved of the man-
datory policy

On the issue of placement, most businesses (77) said they would place youth at
their site under a national youth service program. Most youth, as ex-.ected, checked
the not applicable line, indicating that they had no control over placements.

The average age for the survey was 24.8 years, with the youth average lower at
17.2 51 males took the survey, as did 33 females.

The results of the survey, while not intended to be conclusive, indicate a trend
toward acceptance of a national youth service program. Further corroboration from
a large, nationwide survey would give a stronger predication of public support an-.
should be carried out hefore seriously implementing a national public service pro-
grani.

[Whereupon, at 12:07 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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